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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

A MODEL MODALITY:
ASSESSING THE EDUCATIONAL INTEGRITY OF THE BLENDED BASIC
COURSE
The creation of a hybrid/blended basic course aligns with university goals and
may increase viable curricular options for student success. If universities offer hybrid
courses, they ought to do so based on data-driven evidence confirming that face-to-face
(F2F) and hybrid courses are comparable. Thus, the purpose of this study was to assess
the learning outcome achievement of students enrolled in a blended (hybrid) version of
the basic course. More specifically, a comparative analysis of student affective,
cognitive, and behavioral learning outcome achievement in face-to-face sections and
hybrid sections was conducted. This study also examined affect for course delivery
format for students enrolled in traditional F2F compared to hybrid sections. Ultimately,
two important conclusions were drawn from this analysis. First, hybrid courses are a
viable instructional modality for delivering the basic communication course. Second,
students are satisfied with aspects of both F2F and blended course modalities. More
specifically, each course delivery format has strengths and weaknesses and instructors,
students, and university administrators share responsibility for course and student
success.
KEYWORDS: Instructional Communication, Basic Course, Distance Learning, Hybrid
Course Delivery, Transformative Learning
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CHAPTER ONE: STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM & RATIONALE
College instructors face a challenging task today in making curricula both
accessible and relevant to 21st century learners. For example, learners face significant
time and space constraints as they attempt to balance jobs, families, and classes (Allen &
Seaman, 2014; Reed & Sork, 1990). In addition, the rising costs of higher education
deter some students from pursuing a degree (Donnelly, Rizvi, & Summers, 2013).
Accessibility and financial limitations are not the only challenges. Students today also
expect curricular content and pedagogical practices to be relevant, practical, and tailored
to address their preferred learning styles (Moore, 2007). To remain viable, universities
need to identify creative new ways to address these challenges through innovative
pedagogical methods and course delivery modalities.
Some universities have attempted to address these issues through distance
education initiatives. Although distance learning is not new, recent advances in
technology and learning management platforms have made it ever more prominent. In
fact, a recent survey indicated that 7.1 million students, 33.5% of the student population,
report having taken at least one online course in 2012 (Allen & Seaman, 2014).
Online learning typically refers to courses delivered fully online, but it can also
refer to blended or hybrid courses (McLester, 2011). These hybrid courses essentially
“flip” face-to-face classrooms by providing a combination of online and in-person
instruction and engagement activities (Rydeen, 2011). This dissertation examines
learning outcome achievement of students enrolled in hybrid and traditional face-to-face
basic communication courses. Ultimately, through this comparative analysis, conclusions
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are drawn about the educational integrity of “flipping” basic communication skills
courses.
This chapter first briefly explores the history of distance learning followed by its
role in general education curricula and in basic communication courses. After doing so, a
brief discussion of instructional communication and assessment research and the gaps in
it regarding fully online and hybrid courses is provided. Ultimately, the argument for
conducting the dissertation study becomes clear.
Distance Learning
Distance learning has evolved steadily since its inception in the mid-19th century.
The early examples of distance learning came in the form of correspondence courses
(Sumner, 2000). In essence, these correspondence courses used print-based instructional
materials and assignments sent to and from students and instructor through the postal
service. The first “recognized” correspondence course was established by Isaac Pitman
in 1840 who offered instruction in his shorthand system for the English language
(Verduin & Clark, 1991). Universities gradually offered more and more correspondence
courses until some even offered entire degrees, including doctorates, via this platform
(Sumner, 2000).
Correspondence courses were particularly popular during World War I and World
War II as a way of educating soldiers while they were doing battle (Holmberg, 1986).
The Soviet Union actually implemented an approach that combined correspondence
courses with real-life experience to help soldiers earn a degree. Many programs
employed this model for an extended period of time (Young, Perraton, Jenkins, & Dodds,
1980).
2

As new technologies emerged (e.g., personal computers, cassettes and videotapes,
Internet), correspondence courses gradually added multimedia tools for both instruction
and assignments (Sumner, 2000). Today, open learning and massive online open courses
(MOOCs) offered free of charge have further enhanced accessibility (Kolowich, 2013).
Thus, the evolution of distance education is highlighted by moves from analog to digital,
tethered to mobile, isolated to connected, generic to personal, consuming to creating, and
closed to open (Wiley, 2006). This shift has created a unique educational environment
demanding pedagogical innovation.
Technological advancements have helped create an educational landscape ripe
with creative possibilities (Hugenberg & Hugenberg, 2007). One of the most popular
modalities for distance education today is the fully online course. Students taking online
courses no longer need to be physically present in a traditional classroom. They can
access material at flexible and convenient times (Liu, 2012) and can interact virtually
with the instructor and classmates using platforms such as Adobe Connect and Skype.
One particularly intriguing pedagogical model that is becoming increasingly
popular is the hybrid or blended course (Smith & Dillon, 1999). Instructors that may
have been reluctant to offer fully online courses are beginning to experiment with this
method of delivering some instruction and assignments online, while maintaining some
face-to-face class time. Niemiec and Otte (2005) define a blended course as one that
integrates online with face-to-face instruction in a planned and pedagogically sound
manner. Specifically, the onus is not on adding online activities to face-to-face
instruction but rather on replacing face-to-face time with online activities (Niemiec &
Otte, 2005). Blended learning is one accessible endeavor not just because of classroom
3

flexibility, but also because of the opportunity it provides to match appropriate learning
tasks through the integration of face-to-face verbal and online text-based exchanges
(Vaughan & Garrison, 2005). Instructors using mixed-modalities can reach students with
a variety of learning style preferences through innovative teaching methods.
The use of this combination of online and face-to-face delivery modes has
increased steadily in recent years (McGee & Reis, 2012). An estimated 79% of public
higher education institutions now offer blended or hybrid courses (McGee & Reis, 2012).
If implemented effectively, a hybrid course seems to offer a balance by blending
traditional and online learning options.
Today, learners want to go beyond content comprehension, which has been the
key learning outcome focus in many traditional classroom settings. Rather, learners want
to engage with and apply that knowledge. Blended learning presents an opportunity for
unique content application (Jones, 2012). Blended or hybrid learning situates learning
experiences either online or onsite based on the strengths and weaknesses of each format
for achieving the learning goals (Stein & Graham, 2014). Some have argued that blended
learning even enhances communities of inquiry while developing higher order thinking in
students (Garrison & Kanuka, 2004). This blended learning format is a flexible modality
that may offer numerous pedagogical benefits.
Thus, since the inception of correspondence courses more than 100 years ago,
distance learning has evolved to become what appears to be a viable option for students
constrained by time, space, and in some cases, financial resources. The evolution of
distance learning to include not only fully online courses, but also hybrid ones that blend
online pedagogies with face-to-face ones represents the kinds of innovative strategies that
4

expanding technologies have made possible. One curricular area where both fully online
and hybrid courses are becoming more prevalent is in general education curricula.
Distance learning in general education.
Comprehensive educational knowledge is of great importance to higher education
and college curricula. Liberal education served as the philosophical foundation for
general education and the early dimensions of general education can be traced back to
fourth century Greek rhetoricians including Aristotle and Plato (Penn, 2011). In the
United States, the industrial revolution challenged general education as large numbers of
students were forced to focus on content through teacher-centric methods in order to
prepare them for work (Hargreaves, 1994). Modern general education has combined
these two approaches of liberal education and work preparation. These have been
combined to create curricula focused on life and professional development (Mulchay,
2008). Today, many general education curricula have been revised to emphasize
outcomes such as teamwork, critical thinking, civic engagement, and communication
(Penn, 2011).
To earn a bachelor’s degree, most colleges and universities require all students to
complete a set of general education courses in addition to the courses required in their
major. Because so many students must complete these courses, they can be costly to
deliver and many universities struggle to actively engage students with relevant content
(White, 1994). Consequently, administrators seek ways to balance pedagogical integrity
with cost-for-instruction in these courses. For example, many general education courses
are taught to hundreds of students in large lecture halls. Although delivering general
education courses in this way is financially efficient, the pedagogical integrity of doing so
5

is often called into question as instructors struggle with the increased workload and
increased class size (Barr & Tagg, 1995).
To address this problem, general education courses are sometimes taught in a
lecture/lab or lecture/discussion breakout format. To be economically viable, these labs
and discussion sections are often taught by graduate students. As such, some argue that
students do not get the same quality educational experience as being taught by a
doctorate-holding professor (Lueddeke, 1997). Similarly, more and more universities are
using part-time instructors to fill the demand (Schmidt, 2008). Moreover, part-time
faculty play a growing role in delivering these core courses and although they may
possess content knowledge, many have limited experience in curriculum training and
classroom instruction (Eney & Davidson, 2012).
A fairly recent trend for delivering general education courses in ways that seek to
strike a balance among financial resources, physical space constraints, and pedagogical
integrity is to teach all or part of them online (Valentine, 2002). Doing so also helps
meet the needs of diverse student populations by making courses more accessible.
Distance delivery of general education courses presents a wide range of
instructional possibilities ranging from interactive activities and learning objects to
shorter or more frequent testing (Hugenberg & Hugenberg, 2007). More than a decade
has gone by since Daly (1999) wrote that:
Distance education is the culmination of many important and enduring trends-the
idea of lifelong learning, the notion of personalized instruction, the concept that
time and space matter less today, the need for very practical “just in time”
education, the increasing time demands placed on people that made traditional
educational arrangements impossible, the growing belief that learners are
personally responsible for their education, the belief that education ought to be
more “learner centric,” and the burgeoning role of technology in our lives. (p.
482)
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Providing general education courses at a distance may be advantageous both for
universities and students. Distance learning courses may make general education courses
that tend be backlogged at an institution more accessible to students in a timely manner.
When done well, they may initiate “better learning” and be delivered at a lower cost than
their face-to-face counterparts (Daly, 1999). Frankly, general education courses in fully
online and hybrid formats tend to fit the lifestyle of the modern student (Wahlstrom,
Williams, & Shea, 2003). Although there are certainly a number of positive benefits for
offering general education courses fully or partly online, doing so may also pose some
potential challenges.
General education courses offered fully or partially online could pose a challenge
for students that arrive on the college campus with limited experience using the
technologies required. Developing such courses may also pose a challenge for creating
positive teacher-student and student-student interaction and engagement opportunities
(Daly, 1999). Other challenges may include, for instance, quality assurance, hidden costs
and student fees, misuse of technology, faculty training, and faculty buy-in (Valentine,
2002). In essence, although university faculty may be subject-matter experts, they may
not be instructional technology and course design experts (Hugenberg & Hugenberg,
2007).
The potential benefits of implementing fully online or hybrid courses in the
general education tend to outweigh the challenges. Thus, it is paramount to be
conducting research to determine pedagogical best practices for delivering them. Most
higher education institutions require some form of a basic communication course in their
general education curriculum. As such, more and more basic communication courses are
7

also being delivered fully online or in a hybrid format. As with other general education
courses, then, studies exploring the pedagogical integrity of them is warranted.
Distance learning in the basic communication course.
Distance learning is firmly situated in general education as well as the discipline
of communication. Communication skills are foundational to all academic, professional,
and social experiences and, consequently, play a major role in a student’s academic
success (Simonds, Buckrop, Redmond, & Quianthy, 2012). For these reasons, most
colleges and universities offer a basic communication course as part of their general
education curriculum.
The basic communication course comes in a number of forms. Weaver II (1976),
for example, defined the basic course as public speaking, interpersonal, or
communication courses that reference foundational communication concepts. Typically,
basic courses are multi-sectional and require faculty and teaching assistants to staff
(Weaver II, 1976). The basic course reflects the integration of culture and learning
through the study of its history, theoretical application, and the practical instruction and
demonstration of communication skills in multiple contexts (Hugenberg & Hugenberg,
2007). Basic communication course content focuses on several general communication
skills but the primary emphasis is oral communication.
If used appropriately, the basic course can serve as a pedagogical training ground.
Specifically, it can serve as a laboratory for new instructional practices (Valenzano III,
Wallace, & Morreale, 2014). Considering the seemingly unlimited instructional
possibilities, the computer age invited the adaptation of the basic course (Kirkwood,
Gutgold, & Manley, 2011). There has been a dramatic increase in the use of
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media/technology in the basic course and the number of institutions exploring eLearning
options for the basic course is increasing (Morreale, Hugenberg, & Worley, 2006). The
modalities for basic courses include traditional, online, and blended learning. Instructors
of the basic course should look for innovative ways to reach unreached students and
create an atmosphere of accessible communication instruction.
21st century learners are motivated by courses that address the communication
needs of the modern student (Morreale, Worley, & Hugenberg, 2010). This modern
student desires control, choice, and technology during their educational endeavors
(International Education Advisory Board, 2009). Hybrid and blended learning are
uniquely suited to combine the benefits of the traditional classroom with the flexibility
reserved for online courses. As students become increasingly inaccessible in terms of
time and financial flexibility, hybrid and blended learning can reach unique learning
styles and adult learners through experiential learning and purposeful activities.
Many communication programs across the country now offer the basic course via
a variety of delivery formats (National Communication Association, 2014). The number
of institutions offering the basic course via distance learning is likely to continue to grow
as more user friendly instructional technology platform options become available
(Morreale et al., 2006). If the basic course is going to be taught in these online and hybrid
formats, then basic course instructors and administrators should make assessment of the
courses an ongoing priority.
Obviously transitioning the basic course into greater availability through distance
learning is not without challenges. In previous studies, instructors indicated several trials
including managing mass-media channels, achieving sufficient levels of teacher
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immediacy and student-student interaction, as well as the lack of access and training for
online instruction (Morreale et al., 2006). In light of these challenges, several questions
related to student success, retention, and degree completion arise (Allen, 2006). Despite
such questions and challenges, students want the online and hybrid options. Thus, it
behooves communication scholars to create pedagogically sound distance learning basic
course options based on solid, evidence-based empirical research.
The Basic Composition and Communication Course Sequence
Beginning in Fall 2011, the basic oral communication course and basic writing
course were combined to create the basic composition and communication two-course
sequence for general education at a large Midwestern university. Composition and
Communication I (CIS/WRD 110) focuses on the fundamentals of integrated oral,
written, and visual skills. Composition and Communication II (CIS/WRD 111) is the
second course in the sequence. The course is designed to engage students in composing
and communicating ideas using all facets of multimodal communication. Students work
in small groups to explore issues of public concern. Recently, faculty members received
internal funding support to develop a hybrid/blended version of Composition and
Communication II.
The creation of a hybrid/blended basic course aligns with university goals and
may increase options for student retention and success. The blended model challenges
instructors to maximize face-to-face meetings through experiential learning and
encourages students to take ownership of their learning during online components.
Through the redesign of the basic course instructors can use technological resources to
provide quality and cost-effective instruction to a large number of students.
10

If successful, this hybrid course could be an example for teachers at other
universities offering basic courses to emulate in order to serve more students effectively
using fewer resources. However, if universities are to offer hybrid courses, doing so
ought to be based on data-driven empirical research confirming that face-to-face (F2F)
and hybrid courses are comparable. Universities must assess the educational integrity of
varying modalities. Specifically, students in F2F and hybrid courses need to achieve
comparable learning outcomes. Thus, the purpose of this study is to assess the learning
outcome achievement of students enrolled in a blended (hybrid) version of the basic
course. More specifically, a comparative analysis of student affective, cognitive and
behavioral learning outcome achievement in face-to-face sections and hybrid sections
was conducted.
In addition to the comparative analysis of learning outcome achievements, this
study also examines affect for course delivery format among students in traditional F2F
and hybrid sections. Participants answer questions related to expectations, anticipations,
and challenges of each modality. To answer questions about the application of course
content this study compares transformative learning outcome achievement among
students enrolled in face-to-face and hybrid versions of the basic composition and
communication course.
Hybrid courses should be built on foundations of sound pedagogy and effective
eLearning methods grounded in rigorous research, especially in general education classes
such as the basic communication course. To achieve this goal, authentic assessment
research that measures learning outcome achievement is paramount.
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Instructional Communication and Assessment
Instructional communication scholars are uniquely suited to engage in assessment
of the general education communication course. Instructional communication centers on
the role of communication in instructional processes (McCroskey & McCroskey, 2006).
Mottet and Beebe (2006) describe instruction as the process by which teachers and
students stimulate meaning using verbal and nonverbal messages. Educational
psychology, general pedagogy, and communication are foundational pillars of
instructional communication research but instructional scholars recognize that all of these
facets are crucial within the instructional context. Ultimately, instructional
communication is concerned with the study of communication in and through instruction.
For these reasons, distance learning is a primary context for conducting instructional
communication research.
Online and distance instructors should create pedagogically sound distance
learning courses. In order to ensure quality instruction, faculty and administrators should
implement adequate course assessment measures to compare learning in traditional and
distance courses. Assessment is a crucial component of instructional design. The
implementation and ongoing assessment of online education is central to the success of
courses and programs (Hugenberg & Hugenberg, 2007). Backlund and Wakefield (2010)
believe that assessment done effectively can improve the quality of learning if the
ultimate purpose is instructional improvement. Such assessment research must focus on
what instructors want students to learn and then employ sound research methods to
measure the degree to which students are learning those concepts and skills. These goals
may be accomplished by linking evaluation measures directly to learning outcomes.
12

Assessment, while effective if performed properly, is often approached
begrudgingly. However, if the goal of assessment is instructional improvement and
student learning, then doing such research is an essential exercise. Assessment of
learning outcomes and program effectiveness is present in most higher education
institutions (Hunter, Westwick, & Haleta, 2014) and has only increased as a result of
demands for educational accountability and measurable learning outcomes. Sufficient
assessment of online and distance learning can help instructors and departments improve
instructional practices and outcomes (McCroskey, 2007; Morreale, Backlund, Hay, &
Moore, 2011).
Students can be active participants in the design and implementation of distance
learning. One component that can increase the credibility of distance education is student
evaluation (Liu, 2012). Hugenberg and Hugenberg (2007) believe that asking students to
complete assessments of the course, especially their experiences with the online
environment, is appropriate. Student perspectives on blended learning can provide
important knowledge for teachers and it is just as important to understand student
satisfaction with blended learning (Gerbic, 2011; Naaj, Nachouki, & Ankit, 2012).
Student voices should be present in the distance learning discussion.
A good number of studies examine the value of distance education from the
students’ perspective (Gerbic, 2011), however it is equally important to consider
instructor perspectives on the role of distance learning, especially blended learning,
within the larger educational context (Berge, 1999). Studies on teaching and teacher’s
perspectives of blended learning are not as widely represented as studies focused on
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online learning (Gerbic, 2011). Students, instructors, and learning should be evaluated in
order to more accurately assess a blended course.
Instructional communication would do well to include studies focused on distance
learning. McCroskey (2006) believes that the growth of instructional communication
should occur in three primary areas: culture-centered research, the improvement of
methods and models for instructional scholarship, and the intersection of instructional
with technology-mediated communication. Therefore, instructional scholars should
engage the distance learning conversation in several ways: 1) assessment of distance
learning outcomes, 2) the implementation of pedagogically sound course design, and 3)
answering questions about the integration of communication in distance education.
Instructional researchers should assess, measure, and examine distance education
effectiveness with the advent of new technologies and unique modalities, like blended
learning. Daly (1999) believes that online environments create an opportunity for better
learning. Before this statement is accepted it must be verified. Distance education best
practices should be explored by instructional communication scholars and learning, in
multiple contexts and through multiple modalities, should be assessed.
Instructional researchers can answer questions about the validity of hybrid and
online learning. A number of scholars remain skeptical about the quality of
communication courses delivered via distance learning (Kim, 2011). To address such
concerns, rigorous assessment research should inform course design and pedagogical
strategies.
McCroskey and McCroskey (2006) argue that we “need statistically significant
and socially meaningful research that focuses on the integration of media technologies in
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existing systems and how this integration enhances student learning” (p. 42). Necessary
data can be gathered through assessment.
Morreale et al. (2011) contends further, for instance, that more assessment pieces,
especially focused on courses with multiple sections, should appear in scholarly journals.
Therefore, two objectives guide this dissertation study: to assess the educational integrity
of a hybrid/blended basic course from the student perspective and to compare student
learning outcome achievement in traditional and hybrid/blended courses. Ultimately, this
project adds to assessment literature by contributing to what is currently known about
best practices for delivering basic communication courses in a hybrid format.
Organization
This dissertation is organized into five chapters. This first chapter identifies the
problem and rationale. The second chapter provides a review of relevant literature on
which the research questions are grounded. Chapter three explains the methods
employed. Chapter four offers results and chapter five proposes conclusions,
implications, and recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
In higher education, distance learning is becoming an imperative rather than
optional approach to supplement the traditional face-to-face on-campus courses that
colleges typically offer. Universities are challenging the efficiency of traditional face-toface classes and encouraging the development of course delivery options that are more
accessible to non-traditional (i.e. working, adult, commuter) students. High cost multisection general education courses such as the basic communication course are a prime
target for these new approaches. As such, many communication programs now offer
fully online and hybrid versions in addition to their traditional face-to-face sections of the
basic course. Unfortunately, data-based empirical research has not always informed
changes to basic course content, pedagogy, and delivery format. This dissertation helps
address that void in literature.
To understand the evolution of the basic course and research focused on it, this
literature review explores three primary areas. The first section describes the evolution of
the basic course in terms of both content and delivery. The second section provides an
overview of transformative learning as the theoretical grounding for the study. Also, the
domains of communication learning theoretical perspective is positioned as a model for
basic course learning outcomes. Finally, instructional communication is discussed as the
primary research context for studying the connection between the basic communication
course and distance learning. Throughout this literature review, an argument is posed for
the proposed research questions and methods to compare the basic course face-to-face
version to a hybrid modality.
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Evolution of Basic Course Content
The basic course traditionally focused almost exclusively on public speaking skill
development. However, the content of the basic communication course has changed
dramatically over time and progressed from public address to multimodal
communication. Students now benefit from more holistic communication instruction that
deals with oral, written, and visual communication but originally oral communication
ruled communication curricula.
Basic course as public address.
Beebe (2013) refers to the basic communication course as the front porch of the
communication discipline. Regularly part of general education, the basic course
introduces students who may never experience another communication course to
communication-based content. While the basic course has not always been referred to as
such (Valenzano III et al., 2014), it has typically included training in oral communication
and/or public address.
Early Greek scholars like Plato, Aristotle, and Isocrates emphasized public
speaking and rhetoric in training for their students (Hauser, 2002). Oral communication
was a central tenant of early education, despite the absence of universities and a formal
education system. Greeks and Romans believed in oral communication and ensured that
students had speech training which, ironically, happened at a similar time within a
student’s educational journey as it does today (Valenzano III et al., 2014). This trend has
continued as basic communication courses still emphasize public address and oral speech
training. Although the basic course did not exist during his time, Aristotle and his
compatriots certainly held training in oral communication in high regard.
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When formal institutions for higher education emerged, English departments
offered courses focused on both oral and written communication. The oral
communication course became a blended subject-matter class as English departments
instructed students on rhetorical theory, persuasion, and literary criticism. However,
communication eventually began a shift back to the original discipline and away from
English composition (Valenzano III et al., 2014). The creation of the National
Communication Association and the modern structure of general education, created by
Abbott Lowell, a former President of Harvard University (Thomas, 1962), paved the way
for speech communication courses as part of general education requirements. Additional
occurrences helped speech communication rise to general education prominence
including the creation of speech-specific texts and resources, as well as research and
scholarship on speech education.
The call for a standardized speech course in the university setting began in 1919
with Charles E Newcomb, a professor at Ohio Wesleyan University. Newcomb
recommended that a speech course be part of the required general education curriculum,
something that is still present at many colleges and universities today. Newcomb (1920)
recommended that the primary purpose of the course be to point out to the public the field
of speech. Content and modality of the basic course have always varied among
institutions and all the while the basic course has transitioned from oral communication
to a more inclusive blended content structure.
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Basic course as hybrid.
The “hybrid” basic course typically refers to course content rather than delivery
format. Weaver II (1976) identified three course purposes (interpersonal, public
speaking, and small-group) as potential directions for basic course directors. Weaver II
(1976) also discussed the possibility of a hybrid approach, a blending of all or some of
the three dimensions.
Before Weaver II (1976) made his declaration to basic course directors, Dedmon
(1965) proposed basic courses that included a blending of public speaking and
communication theory. Combination courses include a variety of topics like
interpersonal, group, interviewing, public speaking and others (Gibson, Hanna, &
Huddleston, 1985; Gibson & Hayes, 1980). In many ways competition arose between
courses that were purely focused on public speaking, communication theory, or a
combination of multiple areas (Valenzano III et al., 2014). Communication courses
became progressively hybrid or blended. The hybrid basic course, for the most part,
became increasingly popular in the 1970s-1980s (Scheidel, 1972; Valenzano III et al.,
2014). In many cases the basic course has now grown past these hybrid conceptions to
also include digital and visual communication. Today, many basic courses programs
focus on oral, written, and visual communication, otherwise known as multimodal
communication.
Basic course as multimodal.
The 21st century classroom presents an opportunity for purposeful reevaluation of
the basic course content. Universities are concerned with teaching students applied 21st
century professional competencies. Thus, communication scholars have intensified
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efforts to implement communication across the curriculum. The modern basic course is
hybrid in essence and diversified in scope. Communication is multimodal and can no
longer include solely oral communication or public address. Written and visual
communication are crucial components of communication skills (Sellnow & Warren,
2013) necessary to achieve success in a 21st century world. Some basic courses have
embraced multimodal curricula with emphases on oral, written, and visual
communication.
Employers have positioned integrated oral, written and visual communication
skills as employee priorities. College graduates must possess communication knowledge
and skills to be competitive in the workforce upon graduation (Association of American
Colleges and Universities, 2013; Valenzano III et al., 2014). Oral and written
communication skills no longer suffice as sole student outcomes instead, students must
grasp of oral and written communication as well as electronic and intercultural
communication in order to navigate a global world (Morreale & Pearson, 2008).
Students should also explore digital and electronic communication as part of the
basic course. Digital and visual communication skills are absolutely necessary in this
competitive job market (Kirkwood et al., 2011). The scope of the basic course, including
the number of students reached across interdisciplinary departments, demands a focus on
multimodal communication that will revolutionize a variety of communication contexts.
It is true that the content of the basic course has changed significantly. What started as a
course focused on public address has evolved to include multimodal elements. However,
content is not the only facet of the course to have changed. Basic course delivery formats
have also evolved.
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Evolution of Basic Course Delivery
Basic course delivery, like all delivery of formal education, has consistently
transitioned to fit the times. The progression is highlighted by various movements from
Socratic method, to lecture, stand-alone courses, and now digital. It is important to see
the evolution of basic course delivery and to understand the shift in pedagogy and
learning culture needed to engage the modern student.
Socratic method.
Speech education can be traced back centuries even before the traditional giants
of Greek and Roman rhetoric. Speech education and oral communication instruction
began as early as 3200 B.C. (Weaver, Borchers, & Smith, 1952). Speech education,
which evolved from Egyptian traditions (Weaver et al., 1952), gradually became a staple
of classic Greek education. Speech and speaking ability were highly esteemed in the
Greek culture (Bizzell & Herzberg, 1990). Language, rhetoric and oratory were prized
by the Greeks and they recognized that speaking ability was a critically important skill.
In ancient Greece and Rome, one could receive formal education either by hiring
a tutor or attending a school, of which there were few available (Valenzano III et al.,
2014). Gradually, instruction merged into a focus on pedagogy centered on the Socratic
Method. Scholars define the Socratic method as any pedagogical approach that involves
case examples or student discussion (Parkinson & Ekachai, 2002). Although the Socratic
method was and is a popular instructional strategy, confusion still exists as to what the
Socratic method truly is and if it has a significant connection to the actual methods of
Socrates (Reich, 1998) as Socrates would have utilized a one-on-one tutoring approach.
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Despite the debate about exactly what constituted Socrates’s actual tutoring
method, the outcome remains the same. Speech was primarily enforced through tutoring
and discussion based methods before becoming a primarily lecture-based subject. The
student-centered pedagogy used by the early rhetoricians was eventually replaced by a
more instructor-centric approach as speech instruction became more popular.
Lecture-based and stand-alone instruction.
Oral communication courses have included lecture-style and other teachercentered delivery methods. Lecture is traditionally positioned as a preferred method in
college and university instruction. In a lecture-based course, the instructor stands in front
of the classroom and discusses content while students listen and take notes. In the 21st
century classroom, lecture has been under attack and referred to as notoriously boring
(Clark, 2008). In the past, however, lecture was the foundational instructional strategy
for professors of all disciplines.
Speech education in America has an English influence rather than classical Greek
rhetoric (Guthrie, 1954). The English influence led to a reversion away from the Socratic
Method. Bohman (1954) analyzed the speech curricula of colonial America and focused
on lecture-based instruction although he did note that students engaged in activities
focused on speech-making and declaration as well. The English influence was significant
but even our own Founding Fathers encouraged training of students in the English
language (Bohman, 1954). As the purposeful integration of formal speech training began
in America colleges developed more formal programs and students engaged in something
that represents a similar picture to modern higher education.
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During the 19th century, speech curricula struggled to establish a pure identity.
Speaking and writing became intertwined and ultimately the lack of distinction between
speaking and writing became a consistent battle (Gullicks, 2006). This distinction-based
challenge is something many communication departments still strive to overcome.
Eventually, stand-alone speech departments emerged and communication scholars began
to receive formal recognition thanks to the creation of the National Association of Speech
Teachers and eventually the National Communication Association. As speech courses
transitioned from lecture-based classes that addressed speaking and writing as a singular
unit, stand-alone oral communication courses became more prevalent.
Although programs vary in terms of how they deliver the basic course, it is
typically taught by graduate teaching assistants, especially at large research-based
universities, and mostly functions as a stand-alone course or lecture/lab course (Gullicks,
2006). Self-contained or stand-alone courses typically have anywhere between 18-30
students, a number much lower than larger lecture courses (Todd, Tillson, Cox, &
Malinauskas, 2000). Todd et al. (2000) found that students in stand-alone courses
perceive instructors to be more verbally immediate and credible compared to instructors
of large lecture-based courses. Each delivery format has strengths and weaknesses.
Although the content and modality of the basic course are debated, communication
knowledge, affect, and skills remain important outcomes of the basic course in general
education.
Distance education and online instruction.
The preferred delivery format of the basic course appears to be transitioning yet
again. As a result of administrative and instructional recommendations, the basic course
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is now offered through online and distance modalities. The basic course offered via
distance delivery is expanding. Morreale et al. (2010) report that over half of two year
programs and one-fifth of four year programs offer sections of the basic course available
via distance means. Distance delivery of the basic course is expected to expand as
administrative and economic pressures increase.
Despite this increase in the number of distance education sections of the basic
course being offered, instructors using distance formats experience significant challenges.
Instructors lack sufficient funds, question the evaluation of speaking assignments, lack
peer interactions, are worried about an increasing faculty workload and student access to
technology, and are concerned about minimal administrative support (Morreale et al.,
2010). The increased workload and lack of institutional training for distance education
faculty are obvious needs of the 21st century basic course (Morreale et al., 2010). In
order to garner support, basic course directors and instructors need to “consider whether
the distance experience of the course is consonant with course objectives and skills
development addressed in face-to-face sections” (Morreale et al., 2010, p. 424). Basic
course instructors need to design distance learning sections that are comparable to faceto-face offerings.
Regardless of the modality used, the discipline of communication and
communication instruction are both critical components of student development
(Morreale & Pearson, 2008). Because communication education is so important to
general education and student success, research should be conducted that positions the
basic course as a pedagogical model, an exemplar for distance learning and
communication instruction. The basic course should be adapted because of new student
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demographics and the growth of online communication like Facebook, YouTube, Skype,
and other platforms (Kirkwood et al., 2011). Students are not one-dimensional
communicators. Multimodal communication is necessary in the 21st century basic
course. Scholars should continue to explore online delivery systems for the basic course
(Goodnight & Wallace, 2005; Hugenberg & Hugenberg, 2007; Valenzano III et al., 2014)
to benefit non-traditional students.
Future studies on the distance basic course can be framed through a theoretical
lens of transformative learning theory and the domains of communication learning.
These two frameworks are uniquely applicable to the holistic design of the basic course
and specific course outcomes and deliverables.
Theoretical Framework
Transformative learning theory (Mezirow, 1991, 2000) and the domains of
communication learning (Littlejohn & Jabush, 1982; McCroskey, 1982; Morreale,
Shockley-Zabalak, & Whitney, 1993) are appropriate conceptual frameworks to study the
educational integrity of the hybrid basic course. Transformative learning theory, as a
holistic understanding for adult education and how adults learn, is a perfect foundation to
extend the theoretical conversation of reflection and critical self-reflection in online
learning. As a supplementary theory, the domains of communication learning can be
used as outcome variables to study what students value, apply, and know after taking a
basic course in varying modalities.
Transformative learning theory.
Transformative (a.k.a. transformational) learning is a holistic vision for adult
learning and a theoretical perspective on how adult learners understand, evaluate and
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apply information (Dirkx, 1998). The learner progresses through the learning cycle
which leads to an eventual change in perception or worldview.
Kitchenham (2008) reassessed three previous types of learning within the
framework of transformative learning theory: instrumental (how learners best learn
content); dialogic (when and where learning should take place); and self-reflection (why
are students learning the information). One important element is student reflection.
Mezirow (2000) added a critical self-reflection dimension. More specifically, he focuses
on three types of reflection: content, process, and premise. Mezirow (2000) believes
transformative learning is holistic and that reflection aids in perception change:
Transformative learning refers to the process by which we transform our takenfor-granted frames of reference (meaning perspectives, habits of mind, mind-sets,
mental models) to make them more inclusive, discriminating, open, emotionally
capable of change, and reflective, so that they may generate beliefs and opinions
that will prove more true or justified to guide action. (Mezirow & Associates,
2000, pp. 7-8)
In other words, the process of changing frames of reference in adult learners and the
importance of transformational thinking emerge through reflection.
Historically, transformative learning has had four strands. Friere (1970) argues
that learning is emancipatory and liberating, a significantly critical approach to
transformative learning. For Friere, students achieve a critical consciousness as they gain
the ability to analyze, pose questions, and take political, social, cultural, or economic
action in various life-shaping contexts (Dirkx, 1998). Liberation is not the focus of Daloz
(1986) as he concentrates on a developmental perspective and transformational learning
as growth. According to Daloz, adult learners need to find and construct meaning within
their lives, which should serve as a motivating factor for participation in formal learning
experiences (Dirkx, 1998). Unlike Daloz and Friere, Boyd’s (1991) view of
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transformative learning is positioned within transformative education. Boyd (1991) is
concerned with the emotional-spiritual dimensions of learning and the holistic
implementation of these dimensions into everyday life (Dirkx, 1998). These ideas
represent multiple facets of transformative learning.
Situated firmly on the spectrum of transformative learning ideals is the applied
work of Jack Mezirow. Mezirow (1991) is concerned with what transformation
accomplishes in the actions of the adult learner. Mezirow focuses on making meaning
out of our experiences (Dirkx, 1998). He believes that learning is a process of reflecting
on one’s firmly held convictions or beliefs (Mezirow, 1991). Ultimately, reflection and
critical self-reflection are crucial components along the process of self-discovery and
application of educational material. The outcome of transformative learning is the
inclusivity of a variety of points of view with the goal of meaningful relationship building
(Dirkx, 1998). There is a firm connection to communication as the idea of content
application and meaning-making through reflection is a significant outcome in most basic
course curricula.
Kitchenham (2008) believes that transformative learning is an excellent
framework to study the connection between technology and the adult learner experience.
By understanding the transformative learning differences of students in a hybrid basic
course compared to traditional (face-to-face) students, instructors may get a clearer
picture of the differences in content application and personal relevance between the two
groups. Students should be able to reflect, critically, on course material related to the
class no matter the format.
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Transformative learning theory has been used to measure how adult learners
change perceptions. In a study that is most applicable to present research, Kember et al.
(2000) developed a questionnaire to measure reflective thinking. Their 16-item scale
looks at four dimensions of transformative learning: habitual action, understanding,
reflection, and critical-reflection. This scale is applicable because it can be used to
determine student perceptions of reflection.
Transformative learning involves a process of reinterpreting old experience,
forming new expectations, and giving a new meaning and perspective to the old
experience (Mezirow, 1991). Erickson (2007) contends that meaning-making capacity
may or may not be a prerequisite for entering an educational setting or experience. An
individual’s ability to make meaning of a situation may not be impacted by advanced
cognitive development; however, it is important to remember that students come into the
classroom at multiple cognitive levels. Even though students have varying abilities,
instructors can still help students achieve transformative learning.
Today researchers realize that transformative learning is more individualistic than
ever assumed (Baumgartner, 2001). Moreover, with the instant access to information
now available to anyone via the Internet, the cognitive elements of what we know are
becoming less important than the processes we engage in as we construct knowledge.
Transformative learning has become a significant area of focus for adult learners because
of the meaning-making process and importance on how learners learn. How a student
makes meaning of knowledge is vital to the learning cycle and the understanding of
moving learners along the learning process. Research using Mezirow’s framework shows
the importance of relationships, feelings, and context as students construct knowledge
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(Baumgartner, 2001). Research regarding relationship-building in the classroom context
is applicable to distance learning studies as community-building changes depending on
the format.
Students can apply knowledge through an extended reflective process.
Transformative learning research has confirmed again and again that students need an
opportunity to apply knowledge and, most importantly, reflect on their learning (Stevens,
Gerber, Hendra, 2010). Students must be provided opportunities to reflect on what they
learn if the knowledge is to take root. Basic course instructors should offer students such
opportunities to critically self-reflect on knowledge gained throughout the course.
As students reflect on content and personal application, cognitive development
should occur. A student’s values, beliefs, and assumptions compose the lens through
which he or she views the world and transformation allows for a shifting of perspective if
elements do not align (Merriam, 2004). The ultimate goal of transformative learning is
independent thinking (Merriam, 2004) and transformation can lead to a more inclusive
perspective. Students in the basic course can achieve independent thinking if given an
opportunity to evaluate, develop, and change perspective if necessary.
Transformative learning is also a useful framework for addressing student
autonomy (Mezirow, 2000). However, while students should be autonomous and
independent thinkers who practice critical reasoning, students must also become more
effective communicators as a result of the basic communication course. Transformative
learning theory is an all-encompassing theory for adult learners but a more specific
theoretical framework is needed to supplement transformation and address specific
student learning outcomes. The domains of communication learning framework is a
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pedagogical and theoretical model that compliments the holistic vision of transformative
learning.
Domains of communication learning.
Whereas transformative learning is a holistic understanding of adult learners, the
domains of communication learning is a framework for studying student learning
outcome achievement in communication courses. In order to understand the three
dimensions of learning in relation to communication instruction McCroskey (1982)
established the domains of communication learning. His dimensions make reference to
affect (communicator’s feelings, attitudes, motivations, and willingness to communicate),
behavior (abilities of the communicator and skills/behaviors emitted or observed), and
cognitive learning (knowledge or understanding of content and the communication
process, sometimes referred to communication competence). These interactive domains
directly apply to the desired learning outcomes of students in the basic course, no matter
the delivery format.
McCroskey (1982) believes that the goal of instruction in communication is to
enable learners to be more effective in their communication encounters. The specific
emphasis is on competent communication improvement from past to future interactions.
As students’ communication competence increase, society will benefit (McCroskey,
1982).
Morreale et al. (1993) focus on communication competency as a theoretical and
pedagogical model. The domains of communication learning can direct the research of
student learning in communication courses. In a similar vein, communication
competency has been heavily researched and hotly debated. McCroskey (1982) thought
30

one could be competent but not effective. He also believed that learning can occur in one
domain without another and can occur in multiple domains simultaneously (McCroskey,
1982). There is a firm connection between the domains of communication learning and
the dynamics of communication competence and learning outcome achievement.
Littlejohn and Jabush (1982) describe four elements of communication competence:
process understanding, interpersonal sensitivity, communication skills, and ethical
responsibility. The ultimate goal of instructional communication is to help the learner
become more effective and the communication competence standards and the domains of
communication can serve as the foundational theoretical and pedagogical pillars of
communication course design and instructional research.
Inherent in instruction is the ethical responsibility of both the student and
instructor. Ethical responsibility has been recommended as the fourth domain of
communication learning (Littlejohn & Jabush, 1982). Ethical responsibility emphasizes
the communicator’s willingness to take moral responsibility for the outcome of the
communication event and its impact on receivers. Both instructors and students are
responsible for learning. When participating in distance learning (both fully online and
hybrid courses), students should take additional responsibility for their learning as they
must be more motivated, disciplined, and actively involved in the learning process.
Students can achieve communication competence during the basic course if instructors
round the learning cycle and help students value, understand, and apply course content.
The domains of communication learning are primarily applied to situations
dealing with communication competence. Littlejohn and Jabusch (1982) created a model
of communication competence and while different from McCroskey’s (1982) original
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domains the premise remains the same. Students must master certain communication
skills to be considered competent. Communication competence, according to Littlejohn
and Jabusch (1982), is the “ability and willingness of an individual to participate
responsibly in a transaction in such a way as to maximize the outcome of shared
meaning” (p. 29). A competent communicator will exhibit process understanding,
interpersonal sensitivity, communication skills, and ethical responsibility (Littlejohn &
Jabusch, 1982). Communication competence can arise as a result of three elements
including theory, practice, and analysis (Littlejohn & Jabusch, 1982) and can be
developed and manifested through various actions.
The basic course is a prime place for engaging students and encouraging
effectiveness. The goal of teaching is to “teach, impel, motivate, facilitate, or train
individuals to talk as they want to or must in ways that do not jeopardize the general
welfare” (Phillips, 1983, p. 25). In the classroom, instructors can influence student
communication competence. Speaking and writing can be improved and it is possible to
determine whether or not a skill was effective (Phillips, 1983). The framework of the
domains of communication learning is a guide for measuring communication
competence.
Research, surrounding communication skills training and communication
education, must connect speech behaviors with goal accomplishment while integrating
skills into natural state performance (Phillips, 1983). Instructors should find ways to
determine a performance deficit while discovering ways to meet the communication
deficit. Students in communication courses must enact certain communication skills, as
in an ability to meet certain communication requirements (Phillips, 1983), in order to be
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considered a competent communicator. The domains of communication learning is a
prime framework for teaching and measuring competence.
Morreale et al. (1993) used the domains of communication learning as a means to
assess a center for communication excellence that focused on integrating communication
across the curriculum. Their model functions as a communication competency
framework. The creation of a theoretical and pedagogical model that centers on
communication-based learning outcomes is a suitable model for courses interested in
developing, manifesting, and assessing student communication cognitive learning, affect,
and behaviors.
Unless teachers observe some behavior modification, one cannot posit that
learning has occurred (McCroskey, 1982). The cognitive communication learning
domain, psychomotor/behavioral communication learning domain and the affective
communication learning domain should be guiding pillars of communication pedagogy.
Instructors must create learning objectives and course outcomes that align to the domains
of communication learning and facilitate a conducive classroom environment that fosters
communication effectiveness. The domains of communication learning are rooted in the
learning domains that have been used for decades but created originally by Bloom
(1956).
Learning Domains
Bloom (1956) identified three learning domains that still guide educational
research. These are cognitive learning, affect, and behavior. For learning to occur,
students should be motivated to learn, understand/apply the content, and demonstrate the
necessary skills associated with the content. These domains have been consistently
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applied by communication scholars (Littlejohn & Jabush, 1982; McCroskey, 1982;
Morreale et al., 1993). Each learning domain is distinct and can be used as outcome
variables for instructional scholars to assess learning and instructional strategies.
Affective learning.
The affective learning domain is concerned with addressing, changing, or
reinforcing student attitudes, beliefs, values, and emotions about specific skills students
are acquiring (McCroskey, 2002). Affective learning occurs when students are selfmotivated, take ownership of their learning, and enact behaviors that show they respect or
value the material. Master teachers realize that instructional behaviors can influence
affect for content. There are several levels of affective learning including receiving,
responding, valuing and organizing (Bloom, 1956). In the past, affect has been assessed
using the affective learning scale or by focusing on teacher influence, among other
methods. Affect, in the communication realm, is focused on the communicator’s
feelings, attitudes, motivation, or willingness to communicate.
Behavioral learning.
The second learning domain is behavioral. Specifically, behavior is concerned
with physical action or the development of physical skills (McCroskey, 2002). Within
this domain students are told how to perform, they then observe the behavior, practice the
behavior, and receive feedback. There are the three categories in the behavioral domain:
critical thinking, performance, and communication skills (Bloom, 1956). All teachers
should make skills relevant to individual students and effective teachers can properly
diagnose student performance. The communication behavioral domain includes the
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ability of the communicator and the skills or behaviors that have been omitted or
observed.
Cognitive learning.
Cognitive learning is concerned with the acquisition of knowledge and the ability
to understand and use knowledge of a particular subject. There are two levels of
cognitive learning, a lower level (recall, comprehend, apply), and a higher level (analysis,
synthesize, evaluation) (McCroskey, 2002). Anderson and Krathwohl (2001) listed
various types of cognitive learning including factual (pieces of information), conceptual
(theoretical), procedural (process), and metacognitive (awareness of one’s own
knowledge and how one processes that knowledge). In some ways, the cognitive domain
is the easiest domain to assess as students can summarize, define, explain, or list
concepts. For cognitive learning to occur information must be converted to knowledge.
In the past, cognitive learning has been studied using several methods like the learning
loss scale and student perception. From the communication perspective, cognitive
learning includes the knowledge and understanding of communication content and
communication processes (i.e. communication competence). Instructional
communication researchers use these domains consistently to measure learning.
Instructional Communication
Instructional communication is one disciplinary focus of communication research.
Specifically, instructional communication is the intersection of communication and
instruction, otherwise known as the study of communication in and through instruction.
One misconception of instructional communication research (ICR) is that it is primarily
used in speech education research. To the contrary instructional communication scholars
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study instructional processes in all educational contexts. This section provides a history
of instructional communication as a focus of the communication discipline and positions
the digital classroom as a necessary avenue for next generation instructional
communication research. Instructional communication scholars are uniquely suited to
study the role of communication in distance modalities especially with regard to
instruction in the basic communication course.
History and development of instructional communication research.
Instructional communication centers on the role of communication in instructional
processes in K-12, college, and organizational contexts (McCroskey & McCroskey,
2006). As such, instructional communication embraces but is not limited to
communication education. Unlike communication education (i.e. teaching
communication constructs), instructional communication research (ICR) applies to all
levels and types of training and teaching, not just university communication departments.
The benefits of ICR are significant as the contributions to other disciplines include
content development, training of subject-matter experts, and pedagogy through the
investigation of instructional strategies. Instructional research looks at the integration of
the management of communication-based messages and the facilitation of learning.
The historical background and disciplinary evolution of instructional
communication research is fascinating. Despite ICR doctoral programs at Purdue and
Florida State University in the 1960s-1970s, instructional communication did not receive
formal recognition until 1972 when it was recognized by the International
Communication Association with the creation of the Instructional Communication
Division (McCroskey & McCroskey, 2006). Later, in 1976, the journal of Speech
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Communication became Communication Education, further representing the research
emphasis on the role of communication in all instructional contexts, not just through the
teaching of communication or speech courses (McCroskey & McCroskey, 2006). As the
sub-discipline progressed, scholars focused on interpersonal characteristics like
nonverbal immediacy and communication apprehension. However, the scope of
instructional communication is, in fact, much broader.
Mottet and Beebe (2006) described instructional communication as the process by
which teachers and students stimulate meaning using verbal and nonverbal messages.
This description identifies the nature of ICR as message-driven and rhetorical but it is
worth noting that instructional communication is also relational. Messages can help
develop relationships between students and teachers, and teachers and students can
mutually influence each other and the learning environment.
Instructional communication, as the in-between of teaching and learning, uses
theory and research to explain, predict, and control instructional outcomes. Scholars,
focusing on ICR, attempt to determine how and why communication works in
instructional settings, across all grade levels and disciplines. The foundational pillars of
ICR are comprised of three interdisciplinary foci: educational psychology, pedagogy, and
communication (Mottet & Beebe, 2006).
While educational psychology, general pedagogy, and communication have all
served as areas of expertise that built up instructional communication, ICR is broader and
more holistic than any of these individual distinctions. Several differences between the
subfield of instructional and theses interdisciplinary foundations exist. For instance,
educational psychology is primarily centered on the individual student-learner. Studies
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that focus on the individual learner look at how students learn by studying outcome
variables (cognitive learning, behavior, affect) and individual learning styles.
Unlike educational psychology, general pedagogy is teacher-focused. When
researchers study pedagogy they look at teacher methods, specific skills and strategies,
and/or self-perceptions of teacher efficacy. The third interdisciplinary pillar of ICR is
communication. Communication, as a discipline, is focused on the meaning of messages.
Instructional communication combines these three pillars and is not limited to a study of
just students, teachers or communication. Rather, the emphasis is on communication
within the instructional process and instructional scholars recognize that instruction does
not occur without communication.
ICR goes beyond just “teaching” communication to include teacher/student
characteristics, instructional methods, pedagogy and student/teacher relationships.
Throughout the 1970s-1980s, the study of instructional was primarily variable-focused
(instructor clarity, credibility, etc.) and emphasized empirical evidence and quantitative
methods when examining behavior and learning. Today, the study of instructional still
includes variable-centered approaches (i.e. power, teacher/student misbehaviors, clarity,
immediacy) using both quantitative (student scores on standardized tests) and qualitative
(classroom observations, student/teacher surveys) methods.
Communication education and instructional communication.
Instructional scholars study aspects of the basic communication course and speech
communication courses but other contexts are applicable for instructional communication
research as well. Communication education is typically focused on strategies to teach the
content of speech communication while instructional is concerned with the
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implementation of communication systems that facilitate learning in a variety of contexts
and disciplines. Sorenson and Christophel (1992) believe communication education
includes several goals like transmitting cultural knowledge, developing the intellectual
skills of students and developing their career goals, as well as reshaping the values of
society. Communication education research is concerned with teaching speech while
instructional research looks at the role of communication within the entire instructional
process.
When discussing the difference between communication education and
instructional communication Sprague (2002) focuses on audiences. Communication
education is intended to be consumed by teachers who are solely responsible for teaching
communication while instructional is intended to be consumed by teachers of all subjects
and levels (Sprague, 2002). Communication education equates to teaching speech while
the focus of instructional is on variables that effect a variety of instructional
environments and subjects. Instructional communication frames communication
strategies for the classroom from the basis of learning paradigms and is concerned with
the human communication process in general education.
To summarize, instructional communication is much broader than general
education pedagogy or communication education. The subfield of instructional
communication is focused on the role of communication in all instructional contexts and
is not limited to a particular subject-matter (like communication) or the study of a
specific individual (teacher or student) or method (pedagogy). Instructional
communication is beneficial and applicable for all disciplines and environments.
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Instructional communication application and assessment.
Instructional communication research is useful for multiple reasons. Specifically,
ICR can be used to understand (and enhance) the developmental abilities of students.
Instructional communication can also benefit the learning environment by studying which
actions act as reinforcement (both positive and negative) in the classroom (Mottet,
Richmond, & McCroskey, 2006). Through ICR, teachers and trainers can understand the
integration of cognitive learning and behavior while emphasizing strategies that impact
affective learning. Those with an instructional background should understand how to
positively manipulate student perceptions and other outcomes. The subfield of
instructional is extremely helpful especially for measuring, enhancing, and understanding
learning holistically.
The learning domains (affective, cognitive, behavioral) are achievable outcomes
of student learning. Students, who understand/apply the material, are self-motivated, and
enact skills or behavioral competently, may have achieved learning. In order to
determine the effects of an instructional communication strategy, one must determine
whether or not learning has occurred. Learning can and should be studied in all courses,
traditional, blended, or online. A modality should be a complement and not be a barrier
to learning. Learning domains as outcome variables allow researchers to study whether
or not students/trainees have understood the content, can apply the material, and believe
the subject-matter is relevant. If one goal of instructional communication is to help the
learner become more effective, then these learning outcome variables are a means by
which to measure that improvement.
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Assessment of learning outcomes is important, and instructional communication
scholars often focus on learning assessment. During the assessment process instruction
must use some conceptual framework (Backlund & Wakefield, 2010). The learning
domains are one way to measure that learning has occurred and that learning will endure
(i.e. the effect of an instructional strategy). Learning outcome assessment, using valid
and reliable measures, should document the impact of instruction while providing useful
results and valuable information to improve education and learning. The role of learning,
in the basic course, is grounded in instructional communication research.
Instructional communication in the basic course.
Instructional communication scholars have several academic responsibilities.
Specifically, instructional communication researchers model effective instructional
communication behaviors (Mottet et al., 2006). The responsibilities of instructional
leaders also include developing effective teachers and trainers and making sure that
learning outcomes occur (Mottet et al., 2006). The basic course, as a pedagogical
training ground, is a useful environment for instructional communication scholars to
study instructional communication strategies and learning. Instructional communication
scholars, experts in curriculum development, assessment, and instructional impact, can
contribute to basic course assessment and improvement.
Research that unites instructional communication and the basic course has been
prevalent in studies addressing pedagogy (Tucker & Anderson, 2009), public speaking
expectations and assessment (Larseingue, Sawyer, & Finn, 2012), communication
competence (Williams, 2008), speech rate of instructors (Simonds, Meyer, Quinlan, &
Hunt, 2006), as well as a host of others. Instructional communication research is a
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prominent vehicle for studying instructional strategies in the basic communication course
and scholars should continue to promote studies that collect data on modality and
instruction in the 21st century classroom. The 21st century classroom and the future of
instructional communication is the digital classroom.
Instructional communication in the distance learning basic course.
E-Learning refers to the design, development and delivery of instructional
materials through various technologies to enhance and support student teaching and
learning activities (Tait, 2008). Today, instructors need sound pedagogical experience to
reach traditional (face-to-face) students as well as online students. The importance of
online learning increases with every passing semester as university administrators search
for efficient options to the challenges of the age and as students search for greater
educational flexibility.
Distance learning courses and programs are typically liberating and may free
education from the constraints of time and space. Additionally, distance learning creates
opportunities for greater access for unreached communities and people seeking a range of
educational opportunities. Studying from home, while working, creates a potentially
perfect blend of education and experience. It is true that the ability to design and
implement an online/blended course is an invaluable skill for the 21st century teacher.
As instructors develop online/blended courses, they must make sure the class and the
material are suitable for distance learning by specifically outlining student learning
outcomes and determining effective instructional activities.
According to a U.S. Department of Education (2009) report, blended learning
allows for improved instructional design, fosters improved guidance and instructional
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triggers, can be used to more easily access learning activities, presents individualized
learning opportunities (important for international students), allows for increased
engagement through social interaction (i.e. community building, another important facet
for internationals), and allows for additional time on task. Blended learning courses
present additional time and flexibility for assignment completion. Students are no longer
constrained by time “in class.” As with purely online or onsite courses blended learning
should be student-centered.
Stein and Graham (2014) believe blended learning meets student needs by
allowing online and onsite learning experiences to be interwoven. Doing so provides
opportunities for increased access. Increased engagement and individualized learning
opportunities are created by blending synchronous and asynchronous means.
Synchronous activities allow students, no matter their distance, the opportunity to
possibly see each other and build community. Asynchronous opportunities, like
discussion forums, allow students to review their discussion posts in a reasonable
timeframe. No matter what instructional strategies are used in distance learning formats,
assessment and evaluation are still necessary to determine overall effectiveness.
The Three E’s are useful constructs for assessing online learning. Stein and
Graham (2014) found that online and blended courses should be: Effective- how well are
students able to achieve the learning outcomes; Engaging- establishing opportunities for
students to expend emotional and mental energy during learning experiences, and
Efficient- resources invested in the development and implementation of and instructional
activity. Instructors should consistently use assessment measures that prove the
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occurrence of learning while referring to general principles that guide distance-based
instructional design.
Assessment of a blended course is a critical research area as distance learning
becomes more prevalent. As instructors assess the educational integrity of the course,
they must also strive to make course offerings comparable while responding to specific
needs of individual learners. McCroskey and McCroskey (2006) claim that instructional
scholars need statistically significant and socially meaningful research that focuses on the
integration of media technologies in existing systems and how integration enhances
student learning. Ultimately, instructors want students to learn holistically. Without
proper assessment, and without effective course design focused on sound pedagogy that
engages individual learners and learning styles, instructional researchers will not
accomplish research-laden goals.
The future of instructional communication.
Instructional communication research, the bridge between communication and
education, is continually evolving. In 2006, Jim McCroskey outlined a roadmap of the
future of instructional communication. McCroskey (2006) believed that the growth of
instructional research would occur in three primary areas: culture-centered research, the
improvement of methods/models for instructional scholarship including increased
cognitive measures and improved models for ICR, and, finally, the intersection of
instructional with technology-mediated communication (flipped/hybrid courses and
TMC/CMC to enhance student learning). In 2014, the evolution of ICR includes the
areas McCroskey mentioned, especially the intersection of technology and instruction.
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The Intersection of Instructional Communication and Distance Education
Distance learning is beneficial on multiple fronts. First, it allows universities to
reach previously unreached communities and create a broader range of access to higher
education. However, as universities explore distance learning we must ask two
questions: 1) is this course suitable for distance learning and 2) how should
communication strategies be implemented in distance education. Both of these questions
fit within the instructional communication research agenda. To answer the first question,
instructors, and instructional communication researchers, should determine learning
objectives and determine effective instructional activities that are used to achieve these
objectives. Before entering a distance learning environment, students should know how
to use technology and should understand that the interactions will differ from that of a
face-to-face classroom.
Distance education presents a wide range of instructional opportunities.
Instructional communication and distance learning intersect in the classroom
environment through the relationship between teacher-student, student-student, and
student-content. Instructional communication research should help teachers, of all
disciplines, structure online interactions, develop interaction protocols, and personalize
instruction and delivery. With the advent of new technologies and channels, instructional
researchers must assess, measure, and examine effectiveness.
We are engrossed in what Sprague (2002) calls a technology spiral. Instead of
despising the spiral, researchers should embrace the opportunity to study communication
in web-based learning scenarios. Specifically, scholars can study the connection between
the instructor and the learner by answering how communication strategies should be
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implemented in web-based courses while researching the connection between the learner
and the content. Communication occurs in and through instructional design that shapes
the learner’s interaction with the content.
As a means of embracing the spiral, this study will extend instructional
communication research by evaluating instructional strategies within a distance learning
context. Because teaching and learning no longer occur solely in physical spaces,
instructional communication researchers should delve deeply into the newest educational
environments. The web is the most recent context for learning. Before instructors
demonstrate and employ best practices scholars should evaluate whether or not distance
learning options are comparable. While distance learning may not replace the traditional
classroom researchers should at least ensure that online and blended courses are a
suitable learning option.
The best practices of distance education should be explored by instructional
communication researchers and learning, in multiple contexts, must be assessed. From a
theoretical perspective this study will expand efforts to refine instructional
communication theory by looking at teacher and student characteristics (especially in
relation to familiarity with technology) and pedagogy/teaching strategies in online
contexts.
Research Questions
The basic communication course is a prime avenue for research on pedagogical
practice. Scholars should seize the research opportunities presented by the online/hybrid
basic communication course. As Valenzano III et al. (2014) said, “basic course
instructors, researchers, administrators, and the discipline at large are well advised to pay
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attention to the basic communication course in terms of content, delivery, assessment,
and research opportunities” (p. 9). The communication discipline needs empirical data
from research studies that examines the inclusion of media technologies in the basic
course and scholars must study whether distance experiences are consistent with face-toface course objectives and outcomes. Therefore, the following research questions are
proposed:
RQ1- To what degree do students learn multimodal communication when enrolled
in a hybrid version of CIS 111?
1a- To what degree do students enrolled in a hybrid version of CIS 111
perceive multimodal communication as valuable over the course of the
semester?
1b- To what degree do students enrolled in a hybrid version of CIS 111
understand multimodal communication over the course of the semester?
1c- To what degree do students enrolled in a hybrid version of CIS 111
perform multimodal communication skills effectively by the end of the
semester?
1d- To what degree do students enrolled in a hybrid version of CIS 111
report elements of transformational learning by the end of the semester?
RQ2- To what degree do students learn multimodal communication when enrolled
in a traditional face-to-face version of CIS 111?
2a- To what degree do students enrolled in a traditional face-to-face
version of CIS 111 perceive multimodal communication as valuable over
the course of the semester?
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2b- To what degree do students enrolled in a traditional face-to-face
version of CIS 111 understand multimodal communication over the course
of the semester?
2c- To what degree do students enrolled in a traditional face-to-face
version of CIS 111 perform multimodal communication skills effectively
by the end of the semester?
2d- To what degree do students enrolled in a traditional face-to-face
version of CIS 111 report elements of transformational learning by the end
of the semester?
RQ3- In what ways does delivery format (hybrid versus face-to-face) impact
degree to which students learn multimodal communication in CIS 111?
3a- How does affective learning of students enrolled in a hybrid and
traditional face-to-face versions of CIS 111 compare?
3b- How does cognitive learning of students enrolled in a hybrid and
traditional face-to-face versions of CIS 111 compare?
3c- How does behavioral learning of students enrolled in a hybrid and
traditional face-to-face versions of CIS 111 compare?
3d- How does transformative learning of students enrolled in a hybrid and
traditional face-to-face versions of CIS 111 compare?
RQ4- In what ways does delivery format (hybrid versus face-to-face) impact
degree of student affect for the delivery format in CIS 111?
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Summary
This chapter provided a review of literature on which the research questions
examined in this dissertation study are based. More specifically, it offered an overview
of the evolution of the basic communication course content and delivery, explained
transformative learning and the domains of communication learning as theoretical
frameworks, and proposed connections between distance learning and instructional
communication. The next three chapters describe methods and discuss results of this
study.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODS
This chapter describes the study participants, instruments used, procedures
employed, and data analysis process for the comparative examination of learning
outcomes achieved by students enrolled in a traditional face-to-face and hybrid basic
communication course as well as the analysis of student affect for delivery format. Once
IRB approval was obtained, the researcher collected informed consent from all the
students participating in the study. Students in four sections of CIS 111, two hybrid and
two face-to-face sections, were recruited by their instructor to participate in this study.
Consent for the pretest and posttest, essay and speech comparison, and end-of-semester
survey was collected online. Consent for the midterm guided writing was collected in
person during class time. The specific procedures are described in the following
paragraphs and organized according to datasets collected for: 1) multimodal
communication learning outcomes and 2) affect for delivery format.
Multimodal Communication Learning Outcome Achievement
Participants
Participants included students enrolled in a basic composition and communication
general education course (CIS 111) at a large Midwestern university. Students in two
sections of the CIS 111 course were taught using a hybrid approach and students in two
other sections were taught in a traditional face-to-face classroom setting.
Four CIS 111 sections with a total of 43 students participated in the pretest and
posttest for this analysis. All students consented to the use of their work for research
purposes. Student ages included six (14%) who reported being 18, 18 students (41.9%)
reported themselves as 19 years old, eight (18.6%) reported their age as 20, six students
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(14%) were 21, one student (2.3%) was reported as 22 and one student (2.3%) reported
his/her age as 23. Additionally, two (4.7%) students reported their age as 24 and one
student reported 26 or older (2.3%). Participants included 20 men (46.5%) and 23
women (53.5%). Seven (16.3%) participants reported their current class rank as
freshman, sophomore, 24 (55.8%), as junior, seven (16.3%), and senior, two (4.7%).
Two students (4.7%) indicated that they are transfer students so they are not certain of
their rank or status while one student (2.3%) reported that he/she is a sophomore by credit
but is new to college.
Instruments, Procedures, and Data Analysis
Cognitive, behavioral, and affective learning outcomes of students enrolled in the
hybrid and face-to-face sections of the basic course were assessed and compared. As part
of the basic course design at this large Midwestern university, assessment of the basic
course is conducted every semester. To accomplish a comparative analysis, the
assessment measures already being collected were examined to determine learning
outcome achievement of students enrolled in the hybrid and face-to-face sections. These
measures include an online pretest and posttest survey (see Appendix A) and an analysis
of student essays and speeches (see Appendix B). Additionally, the researcher included a
midterm guided writing assignment (see Appendix C) and an end-of-semester survey (see
Appendix D) to measure student affect for format.
Affective learning.
Affective learning was measured using pretest and posttest questions that address
communication apprehension, writing apprehension, and self-efficacy for writing,
language, speaking, and visual communication. The online pretest was made available
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during the first two weeks of the semester and the online posttest was available during the
last two weeks of the term. Students earned five points toward course credit for
completing each test.
Writing apprehension.
To measure writing apprehension, the 20 item writing apprehension scale was
used. The scale has reported a previously reliability of .94. In this instance this scale
recorded an alpha reliability of .93 (M = 2.74, SD = .74) at the pretest and .94 (M = 2.75,
SD = .78) at the posttest. Sample statements included items such as I avoid writing and I
enjoy writing. Students were instructed to answer questions on a scale of 1-5 (1-strongly
disagree and 5-strongly agree) indicating how strongly they agree with each statement.
Public speaking apprehension.
Speaking apprehension was measured using a modified version of the Personal
Report of Communication Apprehension (PRCA) which has previously recorded an alpha
reliability of over .90. For this study, only the speaking apprehension items were used
which is not uncommon as the scale was created to measure overall PRCA and
apprehension for sub-categories (McCroskey, 1982). There were six speaking
apprehension items including While giving a speech, I get so nervous I forget facts that I
really know. This six item scale recorded an alpha reliability of .86 (M = 3.10, SD = .75)
at the pretest and .83 (M = 2.85, SD = .81) at the posttest.
Self-efficacy.
To measure self-efficacy (of written, oral, and visual communication) students
were instructed to rate how certain they are that they can perform tasks in relation to the
content areas. Students were instructed to move a slider to indicate a comfort level. The
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slider went from 0-100, with 100 meaning students are very certain they can perform the
task, and a lower number indicating less certainty about the ability to do a certain task.
The public speaking self-efficacy questionnaire received a Cronbach’s coefficient
alpha reliability of .98 (M = 75.05, SD = 16.10) at the pretest and .98 (M = 79.01, SD =
17.44) at the posttest. A sample question included the item I can make it clear that I am
a credible speaker during my speech. This questionnaire contained 19 items.
The questionnaire measuring language self-efficacy (i.e. I can utilize concrete,
precise language), which had four items, received an alpha reliability of .88 (M = 78.65,
SD = 14.06) at the pretest and .98 (M = 80.28, SD = 19.76) at the posttest.
A nine item questionnaire measuring writing self-efficacy (i.e. I can move people
with my writing) had a Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of .97 (M = 74.85, SD = 18.22) at the
pretest and an alpha reliability of .98 (M = 76.13, SD = 17.68) at the posttest.
Finally, the visual communication self-efficacy questionnaire, which contained
five items including I can select visual elements that enhance my message, achieved a
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of .96 (M = 75.47, SD = 17.20) at the pretest and .97 (M =
79.52, SD = 17.07) at the posttest.
To analyze and subsequently compare affective learning among students enrolled
in the two course formats, pretest and posttest scores of each area above were determined
and compared using independent samples t-tests. Paired-samples t-tests were used to
compare the degree of change of survey scores of the two groups over the course of the
semester.
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Cognitive learning.
Cognitive learning was measured using pretest and posttest questions that
highlight areas of writing and speaking content. Each student answered a subset of a
question bank, randomly selected to ensure students answer questions that address the
breadth of the topics. The multiple-choice question pool included 19 speaking-related
questions and 13 writing-specific questions. The public speaking cognitive learning
items were adapted from a pretest type assignment in a separate course at the university.
Other cognitive learning items, specifically questions based on writing content, were
generated by researchers during the first two years of offering the course. The writing
items were created as a joint effort with communication and composition faculty.
Question content was validated by multiple faculty members from communication and
composition as material that students should be able to answer regardless of instructor or
textbook. Within the first several years of teaching this course items were dropped or
modified based on instructor feedback.
Questions included items like A persuasive speaker should seek _____ when the
target audience agrees with him/her? [Action; Agreement; Incremental Change; or
Understanding] and What does it mean to cite a source? You’ve read the source for
yourself; You have indicated in the text where a quote or information comes from; You
have done as much research on the topic as possible; or None of the above.
Student scores were analyzed and compared as follows. Pretest and posttest
scores were first calculated for all students enrolled in both course delivery formats.
Pretest and posttest scores were then compared using independent samples t-tests.
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Behavioral learning.
Behavioral learning was assessed using student work from both the hybrid and
face-to-face classes. Essays and speeches were assessed and all assignments also had
visual communication elements. The speeches and essays were assessed using a standard
UKCore rubric. Because an examination of actual student work may be a more reliable
measure of behavioral learning (Mottet et al., 2006) student deliverables were assessed.
Four trained researchers coded oral, written, and visual elements of student essays
and speeches using the UKCore rubric on a numeric scale of 1-3 (1- Does Not Meet
Expectations; 2- Meets Expectations, 3- Exceeds Expectations). The coders were trained
by an instructional communication expert who led the grade norming training session.
Before coding, the researchers engaged in training sessions until they achieved intercoder
reliability of at least 90% agreement.
Each coder had previously taught the CIS 111 course in either a face-to-face or
hybrid format which meant they were familiar with the assignments being coded. The
essays and speeches used in grade norming were not included in the final data analysis.
Coders achieved over 90% agreement after the grade norming session. In the grade
norming session, coders discussed scores granted in each coding category, why points
were removed, and the total score. The total number of speeches and essays were then
divided among the coders.
The UKCore rubric contains six categories like Student will demonstrate the
ability to construct intelligible messages and Students will demonstrate the ability to
construct messages with sound evidence.
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Student scores were analyzed and compared as follows. Student scores were
tallied for each category and an overall score was granted for each student. Total mean
scores, out of 18, were determined for each condition (face-to-face and hybrid),
composite variables were created, and then total mean scores were compared via an
independent samples t-test to determine significance.
Transformative learning.
Transformative learning was assessed using a scale developed by Kember et al.
(2000). The scale contains 16 items to measure reflective learning, an important element
in Mezirow’s (1991) emerging theory of transformational learning. Questions on the 16
item survey are Likert-type with response options ranging from Strongly Agree to
Strongly Disagree. The questions are built around four dimensions: Habitual Action (i.e.
If I follow what the lecturer says, I don’t have to think much about this course);
Understanding (i.e. To pass this course you need to understand the content); Reflection
(i.e. I often reflect on my actions to see whether I could improve on what I did); and
Critical Reflection (i.e. This course has challenged some of my firmly held ideas).
Originally, the survey recorded a reliability of .62. For this study students completed the
scale only during the posttest. For this study the scale recorded an alpha reliability of .94
(M = 2.61, SD = .78).
Data was analyzed and compared as follows. First, pretest and posttest scores for
each area were calculated. These scores were then compared for students enrolled in
each delivery format using independent samples t-tests.
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Affect for Format
Affect for format was assessed in two ways. First, through a midterm guided
writing reflection and second, using a questionnaire, created by the researcher that
contains both closed and open-ended questions.
Participants
For the midterm guided writing assignment 37 hybrid students and 48 face-to-face
students completed and submitted the reflection papers. No demographic characteristics
were collected on those who completed this in-class assignment and they were unable to
be matched to pre or posttest data.
For the end of the semester survey, two hybrid sections and two face-to-face
sections of CIS 111 were surveyed regarding affect for delivery format. In total, 37
students enrolled in hybrid sections completed the survey. Participants included 18 men
(48%) and 16 women (42%). Student ages included one (2.9%) who reported being 18,
nine students (26.5%) reported themselves as 19 years old, nine (26.5%) reported their
age as 20, six students (17.6%) were 21, and two students (5.9%) was reported as 22 and
one student (2.9%) reported his/her age as 23. Additionally, four (11.8%) students
reported their age as 24 and two students reported 25 or older (5.9%).
Students enrolled in the two face-to-face sections were surveyed regarding their
affect for delivery format. In total, 30 students enrolled in the face-to-face sections
completed the survey. Participants included 18 men (58%) and 12 women (38%).
Student ages included three (10%) who reported being 18, 11 students (36.7%) reported
themselves as 19 years old, eight (26.7%) reported their age as 20, three students (9.7%)
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were 21, and one student (3.3%) was reported as 22 and two students (6.7%) reported
their age as 23. Additionally, two (6.7%) students reported their age as 24 or older.
Midterm guided writing.
The midterm writing assignment proposed this prompt, “You have now completed
½ of our traditional or hybrid course basic course. Please write about your experiences
so far by answering the following three questions: 1) What have you enjoyed about the
course so far?; 2) What has frustrated you?; 3) What would you change to improve the
experience and how? Please be specific.” Students were provided 10 to 12 minutes to
complete the assignment. All students (hybrid and face-to-face) completed the writing
assignment during a regular, face-to-face, class session.
The midterm guided writing responses were examined by two researchers.
Specifically, the two researchers read and discovered emergent themes present in each
question. Researchers then compared themes, discussed differences, and agreed upon the
codebook. Each researcher coded all of the student responses for both redundancy and
intensity (Creswell, 2013). Coders reached an intercoder reliability over 90% before
coding individually. An additional interrater reliability analysis using the Kappa statistic,
which is considered an improvement over percent agreement to calculate intercoder
reliability (Viera & Garrett, 2005) was performed on each guided writing question to
determine consistency among raters. This procedure was completed for each question
and was repeated for both the hybrid and face-to-face student responses.
End-of-semester survey.
The end-of-semester survey was composed of questions that addressed student
affect for delivery format and accessibility. Although the survey questions in the hybrid
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and face-to-face surveys were parallel, language was modified slightly to address the
delivery format (e.g., Why did you participate in this hybrid course? and Why did you
choose to participate in this traditional (face-to-face) course?).
As part of this survey, students were also asked items from the Affective Learning
Scale Specifically students were asked if I would enroll in a course with similar content,
Likely-Unlikely, Impossible-Possible, Probable-Improbable, and Would Not-Would (a =
.92, M = 4.88, SD = 1.42), with answers ranging from 1-7 on a Likert Scale.
Additionally, students were also asked to Rate the course format (face-to-face, hybrid,
online) on a 1-7 Likert Scale with answers ranging from Good-Bad, Worthless-Valuable,
Fair-Unfair, and Positive-Negative (a = .88, M = 5.24, SD = 1.32). Students, in both
formats, were also asked about The overall difficulty of the course (too easy-too difficult),
The amount of work required for the course (too little-too much), and How valuable was
the course content (very-irrelevant). These three questions were all asked on a Likert
Scale with answers ranging from 1-5. The closed-ended questions on the end-ofsemester survey were examined and compared using independent samples t-tests.
Students were asked five questions about course demographics (i.e. Which version
of the core course have you taken?) and five questions about student demographics (i.e.
sex, ethnic origin, age, credits/class rank). Additionally, four questions were asked
specifically about access. Access was addressed through questions like When did you
primarily access the online materials for this course, please choose one: Morning (6:00
AM-12:00 PM), Afternoon (12:00 PM-4:00 PM), Evening (4:00 PM-8:00 PM), Night
(8:00 PM-1:00 AM), Other (please specify) and Where did you primarily access the
online materials, please choose one: On campus dorm, On campus computer lab/library,
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Off campus, Other (please specify). Additional questions were asked about affect for
delivery format (i.e. Which class modality do you prefer, What do you like most about
this hybrid course, etc.).
Open-ended survey responses were also examined by two researchers.
Specifically, the two researchers read and discovered emergent themes contained in each
question. Researchers then compared themes, discussed differences, and agreed upon the
codebook. Each researcher coded half of the student responses for both redundancy and
intensity (Creswell, 2013). During the end of semester survey, students were first asked
the question If a course were offered in a face-to-face or hybrid format, which format
would you take. Depending on their answer students were directed to one of the
following questions: What factors would influence your decision to take a face-to-face
course instead of a hybrid course or What factors would influence your decision to take a
hybrid course instead of a face-to-face course? This procedure was repeated for the
hybrid student end-of-semester open-ended survey questions which included How has
this hybrid course compared to what you originally expected? For each survey openended question an interrater reliability analysis using the Kappa statistic was performed
to determine consistency among raters and to minimize the agreement that may have
been achieved by chance (Viera & Garrett, 2005).
Summary
This chapter described the methods used in this comparative analysis of basic
communication courses delivered in a hybrid and traditional face-to-face format. More
specifically, students’ affective, cognitive, and behavioral learning outcomes were
compared, as well as affect specifically focused on delivery format. Results should
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provide evidence regarding the pedagogical integrity of teaching the basic
communication course in a hybrid format.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS
This study assessed four research questions. This chapter first describes the
results of the degree to which multimodal communication was learned (affective,
cognitive, behavioral, transformative) among students enrolled in hybrid and face-to-face
sections of the basic course. Next, this chapter reports how learning compared between
students enrolled in hybrid and face-to-face sections. Finally, results regarding student
affect for format are presented.
Multimodal Communication Learning Outcomes
Affective learning.
Writing apprehension.
To measure writing apprehension, student participants answered 20 questions
related to anxiety regarding writing. A paired-samples t-test was conducted to compare
writing anxiety in hybrid and face-to-face conditions at the pre and posttest. First, hybrid
student differences in writing anxiety were analyzed. There was no significant difference
in scores for hybrid students from the pretest (M = 2.61; SD = .72) to the posttest (M =
2.62; SD = .75); t (17) = -.33, p = .75. Second, face-to-face student differences in writing
apprehension were analyzed. There was no significant difference in scores for face-toface students from the pretest (M = 2.83; SD = .75) to the posttest (M = 2.83; SD = .80); t
(24) = -.18, p = .86. When comparing hybrid students to face-to-face students, a paired
samples t-test revealed that there were no significant differences between the face-to-face
student scores at the pretest (M = 2.82; SD = .75) to the hybrid student scores at the
pretest (M = 2.61; SD = .72); t (41) = -.94; p = .35. Additionally, a paired samples t-test
revealed that there were no significant differences between the face-to-face student scores
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at the posttest (M = 2.83; SD = .80) to the hybrid student scores at the posttest (M = 2.62;
SD = .75); t (41) = -.86; p = .40.
Table 4.1
Changes in writing apprehension from pretest to posttest

N

Pretest
Mean
(SD)

Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

Hybrid

18

2.61 (.72)

2.62 (.75)

-.33

.75

Face-to-Face

25

2.83 (.75)

2.83 (.80)

-.181

.86

Hybrid
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

pvalue

2.61 (.72)

2.82 (.75)

-.94

.35

Hybrid
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

2.62 (.75)

2.83 (.80)

-.86

.40

Changes in writing apprehension from
Pretest to Posttest

Differences in delivery format writing
apprehension at Pretest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

Differences in delivery format writing
apprehension at Posttest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

N

43

N

43

Public speaking apprehension.
To measure public speaking apprehension, student participants answered six
questions related to anxiety about public speaking. A paired-samples t-test was
conducted to compare public speaking apprehension in hybrid and face-to-face conditions
at the pre and posttest. First, hybrid student differences in public speaking apprehension
were analyzed. There was a significant difference in scores for hybrid students from the
pretest (M = 2.98; SD = .72) to the posttest (M = 2.67; SD = .70); t (17) = 2.37, p = .03.
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That is, public speaking apprehension decreased significantly from pretest to posttest
among students enrolled in the hybrid sections of the basic course. Second, face-to-face
student differences in public speaking apprehension were analyzed. There were no
significant differences in scores for face-to-face students from the pretest (M = 3.18; SD
= .78) to the posttest (M = 2.99; SD = .87); t (24) = 1.88, p = .07. When comparing
hybrid students to face-to-face students, a paired samples t-test revealed that while the
pretest mean scores were different at the time of the pretest, these differences were not
significant (Face-to-Face: M = 3.18; SD = .78; Hybrid: M = 2.98; SD = .72); t (41) = .85;
p = .40. Similarly, a paired samples t-test revealed that there were no significant
differences from the face-to-face student scores at the posttest (M = 2.99; SD = .87) to
the hybrid student scores at the posttest (M = 2.67; SD = .70); t (41) = 1.28; p = .21.
Despite the significant difference in hybrid student public speaking apprehension from
the pre to posttest, hybrid and F2F student scores at the end of the semester had no
significant differences.
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Table 4.2
Changes in public speaking apprehension from pretest to posttest

Changes in public speaking apprehension
from Pretest to Posttest

N

Pretest
Mean
(SD)

Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

Hybrid

18

2.98 (.72)

2.67 (.70)

2.37

.03

Face-to-Face

25

3.18 (.78)

2.99 (.87)

1.88

.07

Hybrid
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

pvalue

2.98 (.72)

3.18 (.78)

.85

.40

Hybrid
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

2.67 (.70)

2.99 (.87)

1.28

.21

Differences in delivery format public
speaking apprehension at Pretest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

Differences in delivery format public
speaking apprehension at Posttest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

N

43

N

43

Public speaking self-efficacy.
Student participants answered 19 items related to public speaking self-efficacy. A
paired-samples t-test was conducted to compare public speaking self-efficacy in hybrid
and face to face conditions at the time of the pre and posttest. First, hybrid student
differences in public speaking self-efficacy were analyzed. There was a significant
difference in scores for hybrid students from the pretest (M = 76.97; SD = 16.71) to the
posttest (M = 81.29; SD = 13.30); t (17) = -2.6, p = .02. That is, public speaking selfefficacy increased significantly from pre to posttest among students enrolled in the hybrid
course. Second, face-to-face student differences in public speaking self-efficacy were
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analyzed. There were no significant differences in scores for face-to-face students from
the pretest (M = 73.66; SD = 15.84) to the posttest (M = 77.37; SD = 20.00); t (24) = 1.11, p = .28. When comparing hybrid students to face-to-face students, a paired samples
t-test revealed that while the pretest mean scores were different at the time of the pretest
these differences were not significant (Hybrid: M = 76.97; SD = 16.71; Face-to-Face: M
= 73.66; SD = 15.84); t (41) = .66; p = .51. Similarly, a paired samples t-test revealed
that there were no significant differences from the face-to-face student scores at the
posttest (M = 77.37; SD = 20.00) to the hybrid student scores at the posttest (M = 81.29;
SD = 13.30); t (41) = .72; p = .47. This indicates that at the end of the semester, public
speaking self-efficacy scores for hybrid and F2F students had no significant differences.
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Table 4.3
Changes in public speaking self-efficacy from pretest to posttest

Changes in public speaking self-efficacy
from Pretest to Posttest

N

Pretest
Mean
(SD)

Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

Hybrid

18

76.97
(16.71)

81.29
(13.30)

-2.6

.02

Face-to-Face

25

73.66
(15.84)

77.37 (20)

-1.11

.28

Hybrid
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

pvalue

43

76.97
(16.71)

73.66
(15.84)

.66

.51

N

Hybrid
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

43

81.29
(13.30)

77.37 (20)

.72

.47

Differences in delivery format public
speaking self-efficacy at Pretest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

N

Differences in delivery format public
speaking self-efficacy at Posttest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

Language self-efficacy.
Language self-efficacy was measured using a four item questionnaire. To
determine the differences in hybrid students from the pretest to the posttest, a pairedsamples t-test was conducted. There were no significant differences in scores for hybrid
students from the pretest (M = 79.49; SD = 16.94) to the posttest (M = 80.63; SD =
15.50); t (17) = -.45, p = .66. Second, face-to-face student differences in language selfefficacy were analyzed. There was no significant difference in scores for face-to-face
students from the pretest (M = 78.05; SD = 11.90) to the posttest (M = 80.03; SD =
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22.65); t (24) = -.49, p = .63. When comparing hybrid students to face-to-face students, a
paired samples t-test revealed that there were no significant differences from the face-toface student scores at the pretest (M = 78.05; SD = 11.90) to the hybrid student scores at
the pretest (M = 79.49; SD = 16.94); t (41) = .32; p = .745. Additionally, a paired
samples t-test revealed that there were no significant differences from the face-to-face
student scores at the posttest (M = 80.03; SD = 22.65) to the hybrid student scores at the
posttest (M = 80.63; SD = 15.50); t (41) = .098; p = .92.
Table 4.4
Changes in language self-efficacy from pretest to posttest

Changes in language self-efficacy from
Pretest to Posttest

N

Pretest
Mean
(SD)

Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

Hybrid

18

79.49
(16.94)

80.63
(15.50)

-.45

.66

Face-to-Face

25

78.05
(11.90)

80.03
(22.65)

-.49

.63

Hybrid
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

pvalue

79.49
(16.94)

78.05
(11.90)

.32

.75

Hybrid
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

80.63
(15.50)

80.03
(22.65)

.10

.92

Differences in delivery format language
self-efficacy at Pretest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

Differences in delivery format language
self-efficacy at Posttest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

N

43

N

43
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Writing self-efficacy.
To measure writing self-efficacy, student participants answered nine questions. A
paired-samples t-test was conducted to compare differences in hybrid and face-to-face
conditions at the pre and posttest. First, hybrid student differences in writing selfefficacy were analyzed. There was no significant difference in scores for hybrid students
from the pretest (M = 74.06; SD = 20.85) to the posttest (M = 77.43; SD = 15.58); t (17)
= -1.11, p = .28. Second, face-to-face student differences in writing self-efficacy were
analyzed. There were no significant differences in scores for face-to-face students from
the pretest (M = 75.42; SD = 16.50) to the posttest (M = 75.19; SD = 19.30); t (24) = .06,
p = .95. When comparing hybrid students to face-to-face students, a paired samples t-test
revealed that there were no significant differences from the face-to-face student scores at
the pretest (M = 75.42; SD = 16.50) to the hybrid student scores at the pretest (M =
74.06; SD = 20.85); t (41) = -.24; p = .81. Additionally, a paired samples t-test revealed
that there were no significant differences from the face-to-face student scores at the
posttest (M = 75.19; SD = 19.30) to the hybrid student scores at the posttest (M = 77.43;
SD = 15.58); t (41) = .41; p = .69.

69

Table 4.5
Changes in writing self-efficacy from pretest to posttest

Changes in writing self-efficacy from
Pretest to Posttest

N

Pretest
Mean
(SD)

Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

Hybrid

18

74.06
(20.85)

77.43
(15.58)

-1.11

.28

Face-to-Face

25

75.42
(16.50)

75.19
(19.30)

.06

.95

Hybrid
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

pvalue

74.06
(20.85)

75.42
(16.50)

-.24

.81

Hybrid
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

77.43
(15.58)

75.19
(19.30)

.41

.69

Differences in delivery format writing
self-efficacy at Pretest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

Differences in delivery format writing
self-efficacy at Posttest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

N

43

N

43

Visual communication self-efficacy.
To measure visual communication self-efficacy, student participants answered
five questions. First, hybrid student differences in visual communication self-efficacy
were analyzed. There was a significant difference in scores for hybrid students from the
pretest (M = 75.30; SD = 19.32) to the posttest (M = 79.90; SD = 13.98); t (17) = -2.13, p
= .05. That is, visual communication self-efficacy increased from pre to posttest for
students enrolled in hybrid sections of the basic course. Second, face-to-face student
differences in visual communication self-efficacy were analyzed. There was no
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significant difference in scores for face-to-face students from the pretest (M = 75.60; SD
= 15.92) to the posttest (M = 79.24; SD = 19.27); t (24) = -.72, p = .48. When comparing
hybrid students to face-to-face students, a paired samples t-test revealed that while the
pretest mean scores were different at the time of the pretest these differences were not
significant (Hybrid: M = 75.30; SD = 19.32; Face-to-Face: M = 75.60; SD = 15.92); t
(41) = -.06; p = .96. Similarly, a paired samples t-test revealed that there were no
significant differences from the face-to-face student scores at the posttest (M = 79.24; SD
= 19.27) to the hybrid student scores at the posttest (M = 79.90; SD = 13.98); t (41) =
.124; p = .90. Despite the significant increase in hybrid student visual communication
self-efficacy from the pre to posttest, hybrid and F2F student scores at the end of the
semester had no significant differences.
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Table 4.6
Changes in visual communication self-efficacy from pretest to posttest

Changes in visual communication selfefficacy from Pretest to Posttest

N

Pretest
Mean
(SD)

Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

Hybrid

18

75.30
(19.32)

79.90
(13.98)

-2.13

.05

Face-to-Face

25

75.60
(15.92)

79.24
(19.27)

-.72

.48

Hybrid
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Pretest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

pvalue

75.30
(19.32)

75.60
(15.92)

-.06

.96

Hybrid
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Posttest
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

79.90
(13.98)

79.24
(19.27)

.124

.90

Differences in delivery format visual
communication self-efficacy at Pretest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

Differences in delivery format visual
communication self-efficacy at Posttest

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

N

43

N

43

Cognitive learning.
Student cognitive learning of public speaking and writing topics was assessed
using a multiple-choice question pool. Specifically, students answered five questions
pertaining to public speaking (the overall pool contained 19 questions) and five questions
related to writing (the overall pool contained 13 questions). First, a composite score was
calculated for each content area and then, via an independent samples t-test, composite
scores were compared. There was no significant difference between hybrid students (M
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= 2.17; SD = 1.38) and face-to-face students (M = 2.4; SD = 1.66); t (41) = -.487, p = .63
when comparing the public speaking cognitive learning item scores.
Table 4.7
Differences in public speaking cognitive learning

Differences in public speaking cognitive
learning item scores
Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

N

43

Hybrid
Mean
(SD)

F2F Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

2.17
(1.38)

2.40
(1.66)

-.487

.63

Additionally, there was no significant difference in writing content area scores for
hybrid students (M = 2.83; SD = 1.34) compared to face-to-face students (M = 3.56; SD
= 1.56); t (41) = -1.60, p = .12.
Table 4.8
Differences in writing cognitive learning

Differences in writing cognitive learning
item scores

N

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

43

Hybrid
Mean
(SD)

F2F Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

2.83
(1.34)

3.56
(1.56)

1.60

.12

Transformative learning.
To measure reflective learning, student participants answered 16 questions related
to reflective learning on the posttest questionnaire. An independent samples t-test was
conducted to compare reflective learning in hybrid and face-to-face students. There was
a significant difference in scores for hybrid students (M = 2.27; SD = .64) compared to
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face-to-face students (M = 2.88; SD = .80); t (39) = -2.66, p = .01. That is, hybrid
students scored significantly lower than students enrolled in the face-to-face sections.
Table 4.9
Differences in reflective learning

Differences in delivery format in regards
to reflective learning

N

Hybrid
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

Hybrid and Face-to-Face Students

43

2.27 (.64)

2.88 (.80)

-2.66

.01

Behavioral learning.
Student behavioral learning outcomes were assessed using student project
deliverables, specifically essays and speeches. Essays and speeches of consenting
students were analyzed by four coders after completing a grade norming session. In total,
the coders examined 25 essays from the hybrid sections and 27 essays from the face-toface sections. To determine if there was a significant difference in essay and speech
scores, mean scores (out of 18, based upon the UK Core Rubric) were calculated.
Composite variables were then created and compared using an independent samples ttest. An independent samples t-test revealed that there was a significant difference in
hybrid essay scores (M = 12.28; SD = 2.90) compared to face-to-face essay scores (M =
13.78; SD = 2.44); t (47) = -2.00, p = .05. That is, students in the hybrid sections scored
significantly lower than students in the face-to-face sections.
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Table 4.10
Essay score comparison of hybrid and face-to-face students

Essay score comparison of hybrid and
face-to-face students

Hybrid and Face-to-Face

N

52

Hybrid
Essay
Mean
Score
(SD)

F2F Essay
Mean
Score
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

12.28
(2.90)

13.78
(2.44)

-2.00

.05

Student essay scores varied across all six categories, specifically, hybrid students
recorded a lower mean score on all six essay categories and, as indicated above, scored
lower in the overall score. The table below indicates the six categorical differences in the
hybrid and face-to-face mean essay scores.
Table 4.11
Individual category differences for hybrid and face-to-face student essay scores
Individual
category
differences
for hybrid
and F2F
student
essay scores

N

Intelligible
Messages
Mean
(SD)

Sound
Evidence
Mean
(SD)

Sound
Reasoning
Mean
(SD)

Specified
Audience
Mean
(SD)

Specified
Purpose
Mean
(SD)

Selected
Form
Mean
(SD)

Hybrid

25

1.92 (.81)

1.96
(.79)

2.12 (.73)

2.48 (.59)

2.12
(.60)

1.68
(.69)

Face-toFace

27

2.48 (.64)

2.07
(.78)

2.25 (.71)

2.85 (.36)

2.19
(.68)

1.92
(.73)

Students in both modalities also completed symposium speeches as part of the
semester course requirements. The number of hybrid student speeches was 22 while the
number of face-to-face speeches was 25. Speech project mean scores (out of 18, based
upon the UK Core Rubric) were calculated. To compare mean scores, composite
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variables were created for both the hybrid and face-to-face speeches and, finally,
compared via an independent samples t-test. An independent samples t-test revealed no
significant difference in hybrid speech scores (M = 14.05; SD = 1.99) compared to faceto-face speech scores (M = 14.20; SD = 1.96); t (45) = -.268, p = .79.
Table 4.12
Speech score comparison of hybrid and face-to-face students

Speech score comparison of hybrid and
face-to-face students

Hybrid and Face-to-Face

N

47

Hybrid
Speech
Mean
Score
(SD)

F2F
Speech
Mean
Score
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

14.05
(1.99)

14.20
(1.96)

-.268

.79

Student speech scores varied somewhat, across the six categories. However,
unlike the essays, the individual category scores, as well as the overall mean scores, were
not significantly different. The table below indicates the six categorical differences in the
hybrid and face-to-face speech scores.

76

Table 4.13
Individual category differences for hybrid and face-to-face student speech scores

Individual
category
differences
for hybrid
and F2F
student
speech
scores

N

Intelligible
Messages
Mean
(SD)

Sound
Evidence
Mean
(SD)

Sound
Reasoning
Mean
(SD)

Specified
Audience
Mean
(SD)

Specified
Purpose
Mean
(SD)

Selected
Form
Mean
(SD)

Hybrid

22

2.27 (.81)

2.27
(.63)

2.45 (.51)

2.77 (.43)

2.36
(.58)

1.95
(.72)

Face-toFace

25

2.00 (.76)

1.96
(.73)

2.64 (.49)

2.88 (.33)

2.52
(.65)

2.20
(.50)

Affect for Format
Midterm guided writing.
The objective of this portion of the study was to determine student affect for
delivery format and compare hybrid students to face-to-face students. Data analysis
found several main themes and various sub-categories present in each question. To
determine affect for delivery format at the midterm of the semester, hybrid and face-toface students were asked a serious of reflective questions. Overall, 37 hybrid students
and 48 face-to-face students completed and submitted the guided writings during a class
assignment.
The hybrid student responses revealed several themes. First, the themes for the
question, What have you enjoyed about the course so far, included (1) course design, (2)
technology, (3) content, and (4) flexibility. Several sub-categories were coded under
course design. These included the uniqueness of the course, class atmosphere, group
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work, and the assignments. Regarding technology, students identified instruction, tools,
and format as sub-themes. Coding categories, themes, and sample quotes are displayed
in Table 14. The interrater reliability for the raters was found to be Kappa = 0.97.
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Table 4.14
Hybrid Student: Guided Writing Question One: What have you enjoyed about the course
so far?
Category
Course Design

Sub-category
Atmosphere

Unique
Group Work

Assignments

Technology

Instruction

Tools

Format

Content

Flexibility
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Quote
“It also, for me, sets a
much more comfortable
environment when we do
the Adobe Connect portion
of the class.”
“The hybrid course is a
nice change of pace.”
“The groups allow you to
meet new people and
collaborate.”
“I like the projects and the
homework we do the
most.”
“In this CIS 111 hybrid
course I liked the fact that
the course is teaching us
how to [interact] with
people through more
advanced technology. It
somehow makes me feel
more up to fate and
adapted in this hi-tech
society.”
“I have enjoyed the Adobe
Connect part because it is
new to me.”
“I think learning how to
communicate equally in
person as well as online is
so useful for the world
today.”
“What I enjoy about the
hybrid course is that it
seems so much easier.”
“I’ve enjoyed not having to
be at a set location 3 days a
week. I think it helps keep
my schedule flexible so I
can also focus on my other
classes if need be.”

Second, the themes for the question, What has frustrated you about the course so
far, included five categories: (1) course design, (2) technology, (3) content, (4) nothing,
and (5) relationships. Specifically, students identified inconsistencies, assignments, and
group work as elements of course design that frustrated them throughout the hybrid class.
Technology differences, technology tools, and the overall format were described as
frustrating technological issues. Table 15 contains additional explanations of categories,
themes, and sample quotes. The interrater reliability for the raters was found to be Kappa
= 0.96.
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Table 4.15
Hybrid Student: Guided Writing Question Two: What has frustrated you about the course
so far?
Category
Course Design

Sub-category
Inconsistencies
Assignments

Technology

Group Work
Difficulties

Tools
Format

Content
Nothing

Relationships

Quote
“[I don’t like] how the
syllabus changes.”
“I have been frustrated with
the papers that had to be
written.”
“The group work.”
“One thing I would change
if I could is the technical
issues we experience during
our Adobe Connect
sessions.”
“I don’t like Adobe
Connect.”
“I don’t like how we
necessarily aren’t forced to
participate. I think the
learning style for online day
could be different, like a
PowerPoint and possibly a
quiz after because we are at
home…”
“I don’t like writing too
much.”
“I haven’t really found
anything that was
frustrating or that I didn’t
like.”
“Not getting a faster and
one-to-one attention from
our lecturer when there’s a
problem/question.”

The third guided writing question, What would you change to improve the
experience and how was also asked of the hybrid students. Data analysis revealed four
main categories including (1) course design, (2) technology, (3) content, and (4) nothing.
Sub-categories of course design included group work, schedule, format, and assignments.
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Sub-categories of technology included instruction, use, and tools. Coding categories,
themes, and sample quotes are displayed in Table 16. The interrater reliability for the
raters was found to be Kappa = 0.96.
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Table 4.16
Hybrid Student: Guided Writing Question Three: What would you change to improve the
experience and how? Please be specific.
Category
Course Design

Sub-category
Group Work

Schedule

Format

Assignments

Technology

Instruction

Use

Tools
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Quote
“The group work is a little
complicated because one
person always ends up
doing everything while
someone else does
nothing.”
“I would change the
schedule. I would do this
by moving Adobe Connect
to Mondays and classroom
days to Wednesday so if
you have a problem you
would see the instructor
later in the week.”
“I would prefer if the class
was set to be in a virtual
classroom format. I don’t
believe the face-to-face day
is necessary.”
“I would make online
assignments easier to
understand and easier to
work with.”
“I would have taken inclass time to do an intro
into using Adobe Connect,
showing key functions, and
demonstrating how to stepby-step do Google Docs
and share it with groups.”
“While watching long
videos maybe we can
repeat it two or three
times.”
“I would change Adobe
Connect to be less
confusing because at first I
had no clue where to
begin.”

Table 4.16, continued
Content

“[instead of] activities that
seem pointless.”

Nothing

“I wouldn’t change
anything. Like I said before
this class is my favorite
class I am currently taking.
The syllabus is consistently
updated (super helpful)
with constant emails sent
out.”

To compare hybrid student affect for delivery format to face-to-face student affect
for delivery format, students in hybrid and face-to-face courses completed the guided
writing assignment. Students in face-to-face CIS 111 classes answered the same
questions as the hybrid students. When asked What have you enjoyed about the course so
far, face-to-face students described a number of themes. The course design theme is
comprised of sub-categories including instructional strategies, interactive environment,
assignments, group work, and the textbook. The atmosphere theme includes course
participation, small classes, and enjoyable peers as sub-categories. A third category,
technology, includes format and tools as sub-categories. The final two themes that
emerged are content and instructor. Table 17 contains an overview of the main themes
and sub-categories for this question and condition along with sample quotes. The
interrater reliability for the raters was found to be Kappa = 0.97.
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Table 4.17
Face-to-Face Student: Guided Writing Question One: What have you enjoyed about the
course so far?
Main Category
Course Design

Sub-category
Instructional Strategies

Interactive Environment

Assignments

Group Work
Textbook

Atmosphere

Participation
Small Classes

Technology

Peers
Tools

Format
Content
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Quote
“The type of work we have
done in class is what really
draws me to the class.”
“I have enjoyed the faceto-face meetings. It allows
more explanation into what
we need to learn that day as
well as it gives us the
chance to ask.”
“I like that we do a lot of
assignments and research
online because I think
that’s an important skill to
have in today’s world.”
“Group work has helped
me open up a bit more.”
“Another thing I like is the
book, it is much better than
the 110 book.”
“[I like] being able to
participate in class.”
“I like that the CIS class is
small. It is a better
environment for a class like
this.
“I love my classmates.”
“The class incorporated
various tools to deliver the
lessons to students. The
instructor does a great job
incorporating video
presentations, slide
presentations, etc.”
“I like the out of class
workdays!!!!”
“I like that this course has
challenged me to look into
real-world issues (ISIS,
Ebola, etc.) and formulate
my own opinion on them.”

Table 4.17, continued
“I really like how
approachable [the
instructor] is and I enjoy
her energy in the
classroom.”

Instructor

Additional face-to-face student responses to the question What has frustrated you
about the course so far revealed several themes. Themes included (1) course design, (2)
technology, (3) content, and (4) flexibility. Students further identified assignments, busy
work, grades, classroom activities, textbook, and group work as specific aspects of course
design that they found frustrating. Coding categories, themes, and sample quotes are
displayed in Table 18. The interrater reliability for the raters was found to be Kappa =
0.94.

86

Table 4.18
Face-to-Face Student: Guided Writing Question Two: What has frustrated you about the
course so far?
Main Category
Course Design

Sub-category
Assignments

Busy Work

Grades

Classroom Activities
Textbook

Group Work

Technology

Content

Quote
“More writing than
speaking/presentations so
far, more balance would be
nice.”
“I feel like some of the
assignments are just busy
work.”
“I dislike how much this is
huge National/International
paper is worth, just because
it will have a huge impact
on my grade.”
“I would prefer doing more
work in class.”
“The textbook has not been
of much use to me except
for one time, so I see that as
a waste of money.”
“Despite group work, lack
of interaction between
students makes it a bit
awkward when I need help
from my peers.”
“I do not like the out of
class days. I’m more of a
fan of the face-to-face way
of class.”
“CIS is supposed to be
primarily public speaking
and communication and all
we do in this class is write
papers.”

For the third question, What would you change to improve the experience and
how, data analysis revealed four categories: (1) course design, (2) technology, (3)
content, and (4) nothing. Specifically, students identified class size, assignments,
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attendance, group work, and textbook as elements of course design that could be
improved. Table 19 contains additional explanations of categories, themes, and sample
quotes. The interrater reliability for the raters was found to be Kappa = 0.97.
Table 4.19
Face-to-Face Student: Guided Writing Question Three: What would you change to
improve the experience and how? Please be specific.
Main Category
Course Design

Sub-category
Class Size

Assignments
Attendance
Group Work

Textbook

Technology

Content

Nothing
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Quote
“What I would change
about CIS 111 is smaller
class sizes.”
“Less busy work and focus
more on major
assignments.”
“I would change the
attendance policy...”
“We could have more
teamwork assignments or
activities.”
“I would rely on the
textbook less often because
we don’t use it that much as
it is.”
“Make the course
completely online because
right now I feel like it isn’t
always necessary to be in
class for the work that we
are doing.”
“I would change the way it
is split in CIS 110 & 111. I
think it would be better if
one semester is
speeches/presentations and
the other is writing.”
“I wouldn’t do much to
change this course as I have
enjoyed it thus far!”

End-of-semester survey.
Two sections of CIS 111 were surveyed regarding affect for delivery format. Of
the two hybrid courses, 37 students completed the survey. Student participants were
asked several questions regarding technology familiarity with online or hybrid courses.
Of the 37 students, 24 (63%) had not taken an online course from the university before
while 13 (34%), had taken at least one online course. For 36 (94%) students this was
their first hybrid course from the university while 1 (2%) student had taken a hybrid
course before this semester. Before this course 30 (78%) students had never heard of
hybrid courses while 7 (18%) students were familiar with hybrid courses.
Demographic questions related to technology proficiency, preference, and access
were also asked of student participants. When students were asked which class modality
they preferred 3 (8%) students identified entirely face-to-face, 3 (8%) said minimal use of
the Web and mostly held in a face-to-face format, 20 (52%) students preferred an equal
use of face-to-face and web content, while an extensive use of the Web, but still some
face-to-face class time was identified by 6 (15%) students. Finally, 2 (5%) students
preferred an entirely online course with no face-to-face time. When asked to rank their
level of technology proficiency 4 (10%) students self-identified as fair, 13 (34%) students
labeled themselves as good, the above average distinction was listed for 16 (26%)
students, and 7 (18%) students labeled themselves as great.
In terms of access, when asked what time they typically completed the online
requirements of the course, 12 (31%) students said during the morning (6 am-12 pm), 13
(34%) said afternoon (12 pm-4 pm), 8 (21%) students said during the evening (4 pm-8
pm), while 2 (5%) said night (8 pm-1 am). When completing the online requirements of
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this course students typically accessed materials in an off-campus housing location, 18
(47%), while 8 (21%) accessed the materials in an on-campus housing location, 7 (18%)
in an on-campus library, and 1 (2%) student said other.
Similar to the hybrid survey, two face-to-face CIS 111 courses were surveyed
regarding their affect for delivery format. Of the two face-to-face courses, 30 students
completed the survey. It was important to compare student familiarity with online and
distance courses so student participants were also asked several questions regarding
technology familiarity with online or hybrid courses. In total, 20 (64%) of the students
had not taken an online course from the university before while 11 (36%), had taken at
least one online course. Before this course, 18 (58%) students were familiar with hybrid
courses while 13 (42%) students had never heard of the hybrid format. Twenty-eight
(90%) of students in the face-to-face course had never taken a hybrid course from the
university before while 3 (10%) had taken a hybrid course from the university in a
previous semester. When asked if a course was offered in either a face-to-face or hybrid
format, 19 (61%) students said they would prefer to take the face-to-face course while 12
(39%) preferred a hybrid version.
The face-to-face CIS 111 course did not have a defined online component but
students still had some out-of-class workdays and online requirements. Therefore,
students in this course were also asked about online access. When asked what time they
typically completed the online requirements of the course, 1 (3%) student said during the
morning (6 am-12 pm), 11 (35%) said afternoon (12 pm-4 pm), 10 (32%) students said
during the evening (4 pm-8 pm), while 8 (26%) said night (8 pm-1 am). When
completing the online requirements of this course students typically accessed materials in
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an off-campus housing location, 18 (58%), while 5 (16%) accessed the materials in an
on-campus housing location, and 7 (23%) in an on-campus library. Face-to-face students
were also asked to grant a self-assessment of technology proficiency.
When asked to rank their level of technology proficiency 2 (7%) students selfidentified as fair, 8 (26%) students labeled themselves as good, the above average
distinction was listed for 13 (47%) students, and 7 (23%) students labeled themselves as
great. When students were asked which class modality they preferred 8 (26%) students
identified entirely face-to-face, 7 (23%) said minimal use of the Web and mostly held in a
face-to-face format, 7 (23%) students preferred an equal use of face-to-face and web
content, while an extensive use of the Web, but still some face-to-face class time was
identified by 5 (16%) students. Finally, 3 (10%) students preferred an entirely online
course with no face-to-face time.
The affect for format surveys also contained open-ended questions. The face-toface survey contained a question that asked students, first, If a course were offered in a
face-to-face format and a hybrid format, which format would you take. After students
answered this question they were directed to a follow-up open-ended question. Students
who selected face-to-face were then asked the question What factors would influence
your decision to take a face-to-face course instead of a hybrid course. Data analysis for
this question revealed two major themes: (1) learning preference and (2) interactions.
Table 20 below includes coding categories and sample quotes. The interrater reliability
for the raters was found to be Kappa = 0.89.
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Table 4.20
Face-to-Face Student: Influential Factors for Face-to-Face: What factors would
influence your decision to take a face-to-face course instead of a hybrid course?
Main Category
Learning Preference

Interactions

Quote
“I like face-to-face better
because it is how I have
learned my whole life and I
find the adjustment a little
difficult because I am used to
learning this way.”
“I like being in a classroom
and having that atmosphere.
It's what I'm used to and I've
taken online classes before
and I don't like them nearly as
much.”
“I enjoy the act of going to
class and physically being
there. I also enjoy being able
to interact more with the
teacher and be able to get
direct assistance from them.”

Students who preferred a hybrid course were asked a similar question, What
factors would influence your decision to take a hybrid course instead of a face-to-face
course. Four coding categories were identified after analysis. The main coding themes
identified for this question were: (1) flexibility/convenience, (2) content, (3) technology,
and (4) nothing. The coding categories and sample quotes are included in Table 21
below. After calculation, the interrater reliability for this question revealed a Kappa of
.87.
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Table 4.21
Hybrid Student: Influential Factors for Hybrid: What factors would influence your
decision to take a hybrid course instead of a face-to-face course?
Main Category
Flexibility/Convenience

Quote
“A hybrid course would be
nice because I could schedule
more hours at work, and do
my homework at my own
time, instead of being
required to be in class at a
specific time.”
“I think that there are a lot of
Content
concepts from class that can
be easily thought through an
online setting. I think there
were too many class days
when we would go over
meaningless material that
could have been discussed
online through echos.”
“I think that this form of
Technology
hybrid teaching is where our
education is going so it would
be a useful type of class to get
used to.”
“Nothing would really
Nothing
influence me again, my
advisor just really thought it
was a good idea the first
time.”
Students in the hybrid course also completed an open-ended question as part of
their end of semester affect for format survey. Students in the hybrid course responded to
the question, How has this hybrid course compared to what you originally expected.
Unlike previous inquiries, this question revealed unique codes. After some deliberation
the coders categorized student responses in two facets. The first involved experience
result. Specifically, students identified a (1) positive experience, (2) negative experience,
or (3) neutral experience (meaning students did not differentiate between positive or
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negative). Second, students identified that the course was either (4) the same as what was
expected, (5) different from what was expected, (6) or students were unsure of what to
expect. Table 22 below identifies the various categories and sample quotes. The
interrater reliability for the raters was found to be Kappa = 0.89.
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Table 4.22
Hybrid Student: Hybrid Comparison to Original Expectations: How has this hybrid
course compared to what you originally expected?
Main Category
Positive Experience

Negative Experience

Neutral
Same as Expected

Different than Expected

Unsure

Quote
“This course was a good
experience overall. The
instructor seemed very
confident and capable, along
with the tech personnel who
helped.”
“It didn't seem organized
assignments were just throw
at us they weren't prepared in
the syllabus. Plus the syllabus
always changed that caused a
lot of confusion.”
“It is exactly as expected.”
“It is enjoyable to be capable
of utilizing a work-fromhome environment for a
course such as this. It has
generally conformed to my
expectations for a course
based around group work.”
“I thought it was going to be
a little more challenging
because we only met face to
face one day out of the week
but overall I really enjoyed it.
Plus I'm not good at speaking
in front of people so this
made it easier by posting
videos other than standing up
in front of the class.”
“It's very convenient that you
can take the class just stay at
home with a computer, I like
it.”

Students were asked a variety of closed-ended questions that allowed a direct
comparison of student affect for format. Specifically, students were asked to identify if
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they would enroll in a course with similar content. An independent samples t-test
revealed that the hybrid (n = 33) group (M = 5.20, SD = 1.26) did not differ from the
face-to-face (n = 28) group (M = 4.50, SD = 1.55) as predicted, t (59) = 1.96, p = .06.
The results were not significant.
Table 4.23
Enroll in a course with similar content

Enroll in a course with similar content

Hybrid and Face-to-Face

N

61

Hybrid
Course
Content
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Course
Content
Mean
(SD)

5.20 (1.26) 4.50 (1.55)

tstatistic

p
value

1.96

.06

Students were also asked to rate the course format and an independent samples ttest revealed that the hybrid (n = 35) group (M = 5.50, SD = 1.09) did not differ from the
face-to-face (n = 28) group (M = 4.91, SD = 1.53) as predicted, t (61) = 1.80, p = .77.
Students in both formats are willing to enroll in a course with similar content and rate the
course similarly without significant differences.
Table 4.24
Student rating of course format

Student rating of course format

Hybrid and Face-to-Face

N

63

96

Hybrid
Course
Format
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Course
Format
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

5.50
(1.09)

4.91
(1.53)

1.80

.77

Students were also asked to report on the overall difficulty of the course. An
independent samples t-test revealed that the hybrid (n = 34) group (M = 3.20, SD = .54)
did not differ from the face-to-face (n = 29) group (M = 3.78, SD = .68); t (61) = 1.13, p =
.26.
Table 4.25
Student rating of overall course difficulty

Student rating of overall course
difficulty

Hybrid and Face-to-Face

N

63

Hybrid
Course
Difficulty
Mean (SD)

F2F
Course
Difficulty
Mean (SD)

tstatistic

p
value

3.20 (.54)

3.78 (.68)

1.13

.26

Additionally, when students reported on the amount of work required for the
course, an independent samples t-test revealed that the hybrid (n = 34) group (M = 3.26,
SD = .51) did not differ from the face-to-face (n = 29) group (M = 3.52, SD = .68); t (61)
= 1.38, p = .17.
Table 4.26
Student rating of overall course work amount

Student rating of overall course work
amount

Hybrid and Face-to-Face

N

63

Hybrid
Course
Work
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Course
Work
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

3.26 (.51)

3.52 (.68)

1.38

.17

Finally, students were asked how valuable the course was and, after an
independent samples t-test, results revealed that the hybrid (n = 34) group (M = 3.38, SD
= .89) did not significantly differ from the face-to-face (n = 29) group (M = 2.97, SD =
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1.02), t (61) = 1.13, p = .09. The results to all of these questions were not significant.
This ultimately shows that students perceive the difficulty, work, and value of the course
as similar no matter whether it is presented in a hybrid or face-to-face format.
Table 4.27
Student rating of overall course value

Student rating of overall course value

Hybrid and Face-to-Face

N

63

Hybrid
Course
Value
Mean
(SD)

F2F
Course
Value
Mean
(SD)

tstatistic

p
value

3.38 (.89)

2.97
(1.02)

1.13

.09

Summary
This chapter reported results for each of the proposed research questions
specifically examining student communication learning outcomes of various student
populations, hybrid and face-to-face students, as well as the differences in student
learning outcomes of students in each modality. Additionally, this results chapter
reported student affect for format differences of hybrid and face-to-face basic
communication course students.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
The modern basic communication course is becoming an increasingly complex
array of content and modality. As such, it is necessary to adjust basic course content
(multimodal communication) and delivery (online and blended courses) to reach the 21st
century learner (International Education Advisory Board, 2009; Morreale et al., 2010;
Stein & Graham, 2014). Moreover, because of this changing nature of the basic course, it
should be a significant area of research for instructional communication scholars
(McCroskey, 2006). It is important to not only study student opinions about distancebased delivery formats but also examine learning outcomes achieved by students in each
modality to ensure that the basic course experience is consistent with course objectives
and skill development addressed in face-to-face sections (Morreale et al., 2010). This
chapter offers conclusions based on the results of the present study as they extend current
literature, theory, and practice. In addition, this chapter outlines potential implications
for these results and limitations of the project. Finally, this chapter provides directions
for future research.
Conclusions
To understand the learning outcomes of students in the hybrid and face-to-face
basic course, the degree to which each student group achieved multimodal
communication learning was assessed. The first research question focuses exclusively on
the degree to which hybrid students learned multimodal communication, the second
research question addresses the degree to which face-to-face students learned multimodal
communication, and the third research question compared similarities and differences
99

between the two groups. The domains of communication learning were used as outcome
variables to study what students value, apply, and know after taking a basic course in
varying modalities and transformative, or reflective learning, was also addressed.
Finally, student affect for format, and the differences between what students appreciated
and found valuable about each modality, was studied.
Multimodal Communication Learning Outcomes
Affective learning.
Students in the hybrid sections of the basic course did report that affective
learning was achieved. Similarly, face-to-face students did improve affective learning.
The hybrid and face-to-face course delivery formats were comparable in terms of
achieving affective learning. The following paragraphs provide support for this
conclusion.
This study revealed that hybrid students did achieve an increase in public
speaking self-efficacy over the course of the semester. Students were asked about
language self-efficacy in both the pre and posttest and, while there was an increase for
hybrid students over the semester, the difference was not significant. Similar to the
results of language self-efficacy, writing self-efficacy for students received a minimal and
not statistically significant increase over the semester. In recording visual
communication self-efficacy, hybrid students did show a significant increase over the
course of the semester which extends current literature that calls for the visual and digital
adaptation of the basic course because of changing student demographics (Kirkwood et
al., 2011). Students recorded minimal differences in writing apprehension over the
semester but a significant decrease in public speaking apprehension from the pre to the
100

posttest. This finding reinforces literature that positions distance modalities as
community building formats that may allow students to become more comfortable with
their classmates and enhance teacher-student and student-student interaction (Daly, 1999;
Morreale et al., 2006).
The ability to build rapport through a technology, like Adobe Connect, without
fear of face-to-face repercussions could be appealing to a hybrid student struggling with
communication apprehension and allows for engagement on a variety of online platforms
(Kirkwood et al., 2011). Even in a hybrid course, students can increase in public
speaking self-efficacy and decrease in public speaking apprehension over the course of
the semester (Phillips, 1983). This conclusion extends current literature by providing
support for the claim that community-building pedagogies are essential for student
success in a public speaking course delivered in a hybrid format (Coaplen, Hollis, &
Bailey, 2013).
Self-efficacy is contextual (Bandura, 1997) and in light of the 21st century digital
emphasis, the visual communication self-efficacy increase is a positive result especially
in light of the importance of visual communication for the modern student (Sellnow &
Warren, 2013). The basic course should be adapted to reach the 21st century learner
through increased visual communication instruction (Kirkwood et al., 2011; Sellnow &
Warren, 2013). The increase in visual communication self-efficacy shows that the hybrid
format can be an effective platform for visual communication instruction and extends
literature that says distance learning modalities may initiate better learning (Daly, 1999).
Students, despite not being in the traditional classroom, can still increase public speaking
and visual communication self-efficacy while decreasing public speaking apprehension.
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Unlike hybrid students, face-to-face students did not achieve any significant
differences in pre to posttest results with regard to any affective learning measures.
Perhaps the lack of significant change is due, in part, to the comfort students feel upon
entering a face-to-face course, a format about which they are already comfortable. They
did exhibit increased affect, however, for several elements of multimodal communication
(public speaking self-efficacy, language self-efficacy, etc.) over the term. Ultimately, by
having a chance to practice skills, and after taking the basic course, student affect
increased which reinforces literature claiming that students can improve speaking and
writing skills over the course of a semester (Phillips, 1983).
The fact that affective learning was so close across each modality is a major
victory for proponents of hybrid communication courses (Garrison & Kanuka, 2002). As
students find value and worth in the content presented they will, theoretically, learn more
about the subject and have an increased motivation to learn (Baker, 2010). The results
extend current literature that states that hybrid and face-to-face affect for content,
especially self-efficacy and apprehension, are similar in both modalities (Stein &
Graham, 2014). Although students may wonder about the value of the basic course
taught in a hybrid at the beginning of the semester, the significant gains in self-efficacy
and reductions in anxiety by the end of the term provide support for the ability to achieve
affective learning in the hybrid course.
Cognitive learning.
The hybrid and face-to-face course delivery formats were comparable in terms of
achieving cognitive learning in public speaking and writing. The following paragraphs
provide support for this conclusion.
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The cognitive items that measured public speaking and writing knowledge were
only offered as part of the posttest. The writing cognitive item score was higher than the
public speaking cognitive item mean score for hybrid students. Although the writing
cognitive score was higher, neither mean score was particularly high and may suggest a
need to redesign instructional pedagogy regardless of delivery format.
Similar to hybrid students, the face-to-face writing cognitive scores were higher
than the scores for the public speaking cognitive items. Also in line with the hybrid
students, scores were not particularly high for either writing or public speaking cognition
suggesting a need for revision in instructional practices and pedagogies.
Hybrid and face-to-face students completed the cognitive measures during the
posttest. While hybrid scores were lower for both cognitive categories, the differences
were not significant. Although the difference in writing cognitive learning was much
more pronounced compared to the differences in public speaking cognitive learning, the
results were not substantial enough to determine that one modality had an advantage.
Again, it is clear that this reinforces current literature that poses the hybrid modality as a
comparable and consonant learning environment (U.S. Department of Education, 2009).
What the low scores also point to, however, is a need to examine teaching and learning
pedagogies with regard to cognitive learning regardless of delivery format.
Behavioral learning.
Students in the hybrid sections of the basic course scored significantly lower than
face-to-face students on the essay assignment. However, students in the hybrid course
achieved comparable behavioral learning results to face-to-face students on the speech
assignment. The following paragraphs provide support for this conclusion.
103

Behavioral learning was analyzed through end-of-semester essays and speeches.
Speech scores were higher overall compared to the essay scores. By the end of the
semester, hybrid students showed a greater proficiency in speaking than writing.
Despite hybrid student insistence that visual communication self-efficacy did
increase over the course of the semester, it seems as though the actual reality of proper
visual communication use and appropriateness of selected delivery form were
understated. Research insists that an online or hybrid basic course may be an appropriate
training ground to increase student digital and visual communication skills (Kirkwood et
al., 2011; Valenzano III et al., 2014), but this takes proper planning and instructor
responsibility.
Face-to-face student speech scores were also higher than the essay scores.
Students in both modalities struggled to encompass a visual communication distinction
while focusing on the selected form (i.e. something that could be presented online and is
visually appealing). It may be that, despite increased efforts to focus on visual
communication, instruction may still be lagging in pedagogical best practices for teaching
visual communication regardless of format (Sellnow & Warren, 2013).
Face-to-face student essay scores were significantly higher than those of the
hybrid students; however, the speech scores showed no significant difference. When
looking at the categorical differences of the hybrid and face-to-face essay projects, faceto-face students scored higher in all six categories. However, it is important to note that
all students scored relatively high in each area except the specified audience category.
This suggests that instructional strategies for teaching audience analysis and adaptation
may need revision regardless of delivery format.
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Transformative learning.
Students in the hybrid sections of the basic course scored significantly lower than
face-to-face students regarding transformative learning. The following paragraphs
provide support for this conclusion.
Based on student reflections about the semester, it became clear that face-to-face
and hybrid students reflected on learning differently (Dirkx, 1998). This reinforces
literature that calls for increased inquiry and higher level learning in hybrid courses
(Garrison & Kanuka, 2004). There was a significant transformative learning difference
between the two groups as face-to-face students scored significantly higher on the
reflective learning questionnaire. One student in the face-to-face basic course even
revealed, through the midterm guided writing, that he/she appreciated that this course
challenged them to look at real world issues and formulate their own opinion on the
issues. The face-to-face students perceived their reflective learning as more positive and
this process of reinterpreting old experience, forming new expectations and giving new
meaning and perspective to an old experience (Mezirow, 1991), was evident in face-toface students more so than hybrid students. Some students must experience the learning
and then build new perceptions, perspectives, and an altered worldview (Mezirow, 1991).
As such, it is important for instructors in hybrid courses to address the experiential
preferences of the 21st century learner and strive for learning activities that encourage
personal reflection as well as interaction with other students (Jones, 2012). Instructors
can engage in pedagogically sound initiatives that challenge students, in any modality, to
reflect on learning.
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The learning outcome similarities extend current distance learning research and is
consistent with other findings (Morreale et al., 2010; Robertson, 2014; Saxon, Valadares,
& Slavkin, 2005; Senn, 2008; Stein & Graham, 2014). The fact that students experience
similar learning outcomes in the basic communication course across the domains of
communication learning further establishes the necessity and applicability of a blended
basic course offering at the university level. The hybrid basic course satisfies university
requirements for creative and innovative solutions to space and financial constraints
(McGee & Reis, 2012; Valentine, 2002; White, 1994) and fulfills 21st century student
desires for flexibility and technology-rich course design (Hensley, 2005; International
Education Advisory Board, 2009; Wahlstrom, Williams, & Shea, 2003).
Affect For Delivery Format
The 21st century learner faces exceptional time constraints (Reed & Sork, 1990)
and other issues surrounding accessibility, like rising costs in higher education (Donnelly
et al., 2013). Yet, despite these challenges, students still want courses that are relevant
and tailored to individual learning styles (Moore, 2007). Therefore, it is important to
gauge student opinions on delivery formats.
Students in both modalities identified elements of course design as something
they appreciated about their respective courses. Face-to-face students also emphasized
interaction and course activities as favorable course dimensions. Additionally,
atmosphere, group work, and class participation were all mentioned as positives by faceto-face students. On the other hand, hybrid students seemed to value the online format
(i.e. Adobe Connect) as well as the unique nature of the course.
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Technology and navigational ease, of the hybrid course, were areas of enjoyment
for blended students. The fact that students mentioned that the hybrid course is easier is
troubling. Faculty members who oppose distance learning say that students may take
these courses because they are perceived as easier (Hensley, 2005). The fact that hybrid
students are mentioning the ease of the blended course would seem to reinforce this
faculty concern. However, when asked to rate the overall course difficulty on the end of
semester survey, there was no significant difference when comparing face-to-face and
hybrid responses. The ease of content may have been shared by face-to-face students and
just not communicated in the guided writings or the hybrid students, who mentioned
content ease explicitly, may have been outliers.
Flexibility, as expected, was something hybrid students thoroughly enjoyed in the
course and even face-to-face students said that they appreciated out of class work days.
Although, some students in the face-to-face sections did mention that they preferred in
class work to out of class work. As modalities evolve, instructors must continue to round
the learning cycle and recognize that students are unique and that one modality or format
may not reach all students (Stein & Graham, 2014).
The assignments were a common theme of frustration for both hybrid and face-toface students. Many students indicated that they felt the course had several busy work
assignments and hybrid students also struggled with instructional inconsistencies (i.e.
changing the syllabus). Students in the hybrid course were also unsatisfied with
technological issues. Blended courses present several instructional requirements and
instructors should ensure that all technology is working appropriately and avoid changing
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the syllabus (Ilgu & Jahren, 2014). Instructors can be purposeful in pedagogy but also
need to have an awareness of online and hybrid student needs.
Hybrid students were frustrated that they could not get one-on-one attention from
the instructor. On the other hand, the instructor, especially how the instructor related to
students, was an area of strength in the face-to-face course, according to the students. It
is important that instructors are accessible and available in blended courses (Kaleta,
Garham, & Aycock, 2005; Kaufmann, 2014). This will help students feel connected to
the course, their classmates, and may improve instructor-student rapport. Hybrid
students, while frustrated by some technology difficulties, did not seem to be overly
frustrated by the course delivery format. Additionally, when hybrid students compared
their experiences with original expectations most negative comments revolved around
instructor competence not delivery format.
Some students in the face-to-face course indicated that the course may be suitable
in a completely online format because in-class work may not be necessary. This request
was echoed by some hybrid students. Not only do some students appreciate the blended
course format but they would prefer the course content to be moved into a fully online
modality.
Students appreciate aspects of the online and face-to-face format, which makes a
blended course more marketable to the 21st century learner. The findings presented here
align with previous research that says student performance and student satisfaction in
hybrid and face-to-face courses is comparable (Robertson, 2014). Ultimately, even if
learning outcomes and student satisfaction are consistent, pedagogical responsibility is
not removed (Valentine, 2002).
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Implications
Several implications that directly influence instructors, students, and universities
currently involved in, or looking to integrate, hybrid or blended courses emerged from
this study. Instructors should heed student recommendations for developing rapport and
building community in blended courses. Specifically, responding to student requests in a
timely manner, establishing consistency with the course syllabus, and effectively utilizing
group work and student activities will enhance the instructor-student and student-student
relationships and create a firmer foundation for classroom climate (Stein & Graham,
2014).
The main implication for instructors as a result of this study is a renewed
emphasis in pedagogy and instructional strategies. Distance learning advocates will be
pleased with the findings of comparable course learning outcome achievement when
comparing hybrid and face-to-face students. However, although the learning outcomes
were comparable, the fact that minimal changes in the pre and posttest occurred for
hybrid and face-to-face students during the semester suggests that instructional design
and strategies may need to be analyzed and improved. Ideally, instructors may address
the importance of multimodal communication, no matter the delivery format, but it
becomes even more important in a hybrid course because of the necessary student-student
interaction. Therefore, instructors should think through specific learning activities that
will decrease anxiety and apprehension while building community (Jones, 2012).
Blended courses further establish the necessity of instructors to round the learning
cycle and appeal to a variety of learning styles in the design and development of distance
learning courses (Kolb, 1984). As such, students cannot and should not be constrained to
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one method and, in order to meet a variety of needs, online and traditional courses should
blend the best of both modalities (Stein & Graham, 2014).
The findings presented have implications for students as well as instructors.
Students need not fear the hybrid course design. Students may have a modality
preference but course objectives can be accomplished no matter the format. Learning
does not have to occur in a physical classroom. The blended course allows for the
necessary flexibility of the 21st century student.
Students looking for an easy way out, a class with less seat time or fewer
responsibilities, should also take heed of these findings. Just because a course is offered
in a blended environment does not mean that the course is easier. In fact, some research
suggests hybrid courses may be more difficult than their face-to-face counterparts
(Jaggars, 2014).
Students should ask questions, read the syllabus carefully, and enter blended
courses with an understanding that what is expected may not be what occurs. Face-toface students may very well continue to seek out physical classroom space, but students
should think about moving beyond their preferences to experience something that may be
more challenging or, at the very least, present opportunities for growth.
Implications for higher education and university administrators are vast. The
findings presented here offer additional support for the creation and development of
hybrid courses in the university setting. As such, universities can, and should, offer
blended courses as a non-traditional alternative. Universities can minimize time and
space constraints and create flexibility for both student and instructor in an increasingly
demanding institution.
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Limitations
This study, while fascinating and helpful, did have several limitations. One
limitation is the small number of participants. This study centered on four sections of
CIS 111 and only three different instructors. While two sections of the hybrid course and
two sections of the face-to-face course was a satisfactory preliminary foundation, it
would be appropriate, especially when exploring additional quantitative data analysis, for
more participants to be assessed.
The research measures themselves also presented a limitation. Because university
assessment had to be aligned to this hybrid/face-to-face assessment the inclusion of
additional measures that explored the course differences in greater depth may have been
neglected. The assessment was originally prescribed in a university funded grant.
Thankfully, the reflective learning measure, which is not a university sanctioned
assessment measure for this course, was added to the posttest. There was flexibility with
the qualitative data as the midterm guided writing and end of semester survey were
utilized, but in some ways the limited freedom may have negatively impacted assessment.
The cognitive learning measures also produced limitations. The cognitive items
that measured public speaking and writing knowledge were only offered as part of the
posttest which limited a distinctive comparison of cognitive learning over the course of
the semester. Thus, without a baseline of student cognitive learning for speaking and
writing it is hard to gauge the degree of change or increase in knowledge throughout the
semester. Also, despite the random multiple choice questions (i.e. students only
answering five questions on each subject from a question bank) some items may have
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been more difficult when compared to others. It may be appropriate to add cognitive
items to the pretest in order to gain a true sense of knowledge gained over the semester.
Recommendations
This study has extended distance learning literature, expanded the theoretical and
practical implications of the domains of communication learning and transformative
learning theory, and presented relevant and pragmatic findings for pedagogical
improvement in the blended basic course. The implications for instructors, students, and
the university were presented in a previous section but there are additional implications
and recommendations for researchers and directions for future research.
This study did extend and reinforce current distance learning literature but
researchers should move beyond the question of distance learning as a viable option. The
blended course has been proven as a viable course option and, just like traditional faceto-face courses, the instructor and student share responsibility for outcome achievement.
Therefore, researchers should address questions that center on more than just consistency
or equitability of course format.
Researchers can ask questions surrounding pedagogical methods used in online
and blended courses including instructional strategies, learning activities, classroom
climate and instruction. Instructor-student and student-student relationships, classroom
cohesion and class climate, and the actual presence and enhancement of learning in a
distance environment are all additional research directions.
One avenue that should be explored in additional depth is the connection of
transformative learning to distance education. The results of the reflective learning
survey in this study are worrisome. Students in a blended course should still see a
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transformation of worldview as a result of the basic communication course, especially
one focused on rhetoric and critical issues. The ability of an instructor to foster an
environment where student perceptions can be molded and developed may be a defining
characteristic of the next generation scholar-teacher. It is not enough to accomplish
tasks, rather a student should be put into a climate that presents an opportunity for
transformation. A traditional face-to-face course that emphasizes class discussion, realworld problems and in-class activities may serve as a more reliable means of establishing
an environment suitable for transformative learning. Future research should address this
concern and, ultimately, present applied findings that enhance transformative learning in
the 21st century classroom.
Summary
This chapter reviewed the major conclusions from this study as well as the
limitations. In addition, this chapter disclosed the implications of the results for
instructors, students, and universities. This chapter also provided directions for future
research for scholars interested in hybrid and face-to-face communication courses.
Ultimately this study proved two important fundamental instructional truths. The first,
that hybrid courses are a viable and consistent instructional modality which answers
concerns approached in current literature (Morreale et al., 2010), the second that students
are satisfied with aspects of face-to-face and blended modalities which reinforces current
literature on student affect for delivery format (Stein & Graham, 2014).
Each class format has strengths and weaknesses but instructors, students, and
university administrators share responsibility for course success. In the future,
instructional communication researchers can satisfy a research void by studying
113

additional distance learning pedagogical challenges and opportunities. Instructors,
students and universities should embrace innovative pedagogy and distance learning
modalities in order to engage and satisfy the evolving needs of the 21st century learner
and to increase the satisfaction of learning outcomes.
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APPENDIX
Appendix A: Pretest and Posttest Questionnaire
What is your age?
 17 or younger
 18
 19
 20
 21
 22
 23
 24
 25
 26 or older
What is your sex?
 Male
 Female
Based on credits earned, what is your current status?
 Freshman
 Sophomore by credits but I'm new to college
 Sophomore
 Junior
 Senior
 I'm a new transfer so I'm not certain of my status
 Other (specify) ____________________
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Please rate how certain you are that you can do the following tasks. Move the slider for
each item to reflect your level of certainty. Putting the slider to 100 means that you are
very certain you can do the task; putting the slider to a lower number means that you are
less certain about your ability to do that task.
______ I can make it clear that I am a credible speaker during my speech.
______ I can present an effective speech to my teacher.
______ I can present an effective speech to my classroom audience.
______ I can end my speech with a conclusion that reviews my main ideas.
______ I can properly explain my visual aid.
______ I can use nonverbal behaviors to enhance my verbal message
______ I can raise or lower my voice to make my speech more effective
______ I can use vivid language in my speeches
______ I can use creative transitions between the main ideas in my speech
______ I can use emotion to make my speech better
______ I can limit the content of my speech to two to four main points
______ I can stop myself from fidgeting during my speech
______ I can deliver an organized speech.
______ I can clearly define any technical terms in a speech so that my audience can
understand what I mean.
______ During my speech, I can conceal my visual aid before and after I use it
______ I can grab the audience's attention at the beginning of my speech
______ I can speak so that others can understand me
______ I can maintain good posture during my speech
______ I can properly attribute sources when giving a speech
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Please rate how certain you are that you can do the following tasks. Move the slider for
each item to reflect your level of certainty. Putting the slider to 100 means that you are
very certain you can do the task; putting the slider to a lower number means that you are
less certain about your ability to do that task.
______ I can utilize concrete, precise language
______ I can adapt the words I use (e.g., jargon) based on my audience
______ I can consistently use language that is inclusive of people (e.g., using
“firefighter” instead of “fireman”)
______ I can consistently use language that is not offensive
Please rate how certain you are that you can do the following tasks. Move the slider for
each item to reflect your level of certainty. Putting the slider to 100 means that you are
very certain you can do the task; putting the slider to a lower number means that you are
less certain about your ability to do that task.
______ I can write essays that my peers find effective
______ I can move people with my writing
______ I can adapt my writing for audiences outside the university
______ I can properly cite sources in my writing
______ I can use strong verbs in my writing
______ I can organize my ideas effectively in writing
______ I can proofread my own writing
______ I can provide feedback to my peers that helps them improve their writing
______ I can write essays that my teacher finds effective
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Please rate how certain you are that you can do the following tasks. Move the slider for
each item to reflect your level of certainty. Putting the slider to 100 means that you are
very certain you can do the task; putting the slider to a lower number means that you are
less certain about your ability to do that task.
______ I can select visual elements that enhance my message.
______ I can critically analyze visual messages.
______ I can alter visual elements in an ethical manner.
______ I can place visual elements in an essay in a way that enhances, not distracts from,
my message.
______ I can use visual elements in a speech in a way that enhances, not distracts from,
my message.
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Next to each statement, select how strongly you agree with the statement. (1 = strongly
disagree to 5 = strongly agree)
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2)
(5)

Neither agree nor (3) Agree (4) Strongly Agree

I avoid writing.
I have no fear of my writing being evaluated.
My mind seems to go blank when I start to work on a composition.
Expressing ideas through writing seems to be a waste of time.
I would enjoy submitting my writing to magazines for evaluation and publication.
I feel confident in my ability to clearly express my ideas in writing.
I am nervous about writing.
People seem to enjoy what I write.
I enjoy writing.
I never seem to be able to clearly write down my ideas.
I like seeing my thoughts on paper.
It is easy for me to write good compositions.
I am no good at writing.
Writing is a lot of fun.
I look forward to writing down my ideas.
I don't think I write as well as most other people do.
I like to write my ideas down.
Discussing my writing with others is an enjoyable experience.
I like to have my friends read what I have written.
I don't like my compositions to I don’t like my compositions be evaluated.
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Next to each statement, select how strongly you agree with the statement.
(1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree)
Strongly Disagree (1) Disagree (2) Neither disagree or agree (3) Agree (4) Strongly
Agree (5)
My thoughts become confused and jumbled when I am giving a speech.
I face the prospect of giving a speech with confidence.
While giving a speech, I get so nervous I forget facts I really know.
I feel relaxed giving a speech.
I have no fear giving a speech.
Certain parts of my body feel very tense and rigid while giving a speech.
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Cognitive Items
For each of the following questions, please select the best answer.
Laura is giving a persuasive speech in class on the number of unnecessary hysterectomies
being performed on women in the United States. In an attempt to be audience-centered in
her approach to this topic, she should
 make sure she only has women in her audience.
 explain how these procedures can impact men as well as women.
 include information about unnecessary medical procedures performed on men.
 change topics because this one is mostly relevant to women.
A persuasive speaker should seek __________ when the target audience agrees with
him/her.
 action
 agreement
 incremental change
 understanding
If you cannot find supporting material to develop the content of your speech in secondary
sources (e.g., books, periodicals), then you might need to
 search in primary sources
 conduct an experiment yourself
 do fieldwork
 any of the above
The macrostructure of the speech is made up of the
 content, structure, and delivery.
 main points and evidence.
 introduction, body, and conclusion.
 language and stylistic devices.
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Which of the following is an example of a speech preview?
 Today I will be informing you about stress management.
 Everyone experiences stress and it is important to understand how to reduce it.
 We will first focus on the major causes of stress, then on some common symptoms,
and, finally, on some specific strategies for managing stress effectively in your life.
 When I say the word "stress" what thoughts come to mind?
A speech describing the rooms in the White House would most likely follow which
pattern?
 chronological
 causal
 spatial
 comparison/contrast
Which of the following is the best example of a transition in a speech?
 Now, let's look at the two types of stress.
 Finally, let's focus on stress reduction.
 First, let's define stress.
 Now that we understand the major causes of stress, let's look at some common
symptoms of it.
Which of the following patterns are good choices for a persuasive speech where your
goal is to get your audience to take action?
 Chronological and problem/solution
 Problem/Solution and motivated sequence
 Motivated Sequence and chronological
 Any of the above
Which of the following best describes an "expressive" speaker?
 speaker who varies the use of voice and body to support the emotional stance of the
speech
 a speaker who speaks in a conversational tone
 a speaker who sounds spontaneous, as if having a conversation with another person
 a speaker who uses lots of gestures and moves around a lot
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Which of the following is NOT an effective guideline for making eye contact?
 Look up from your notes about 50 percent of the time.
 Look at audience members seated in all parts of the room.
 Look audience members directly in the eyes.
 Remind yourself on your speaking outline to make eye contact.
An example of motivated movement might be to
 pace from one side of the room to another to appear casual
 gesture as a signal that you’re moving from one main point to another
 put your hand in your pocket to appear spontaneous and natural
 lean on the lectern to appear relaxed
 remove your glasses as an attention getter that you are about to begin
Reading from a manuscript is a good idea
 when you are very nervous about giving the speech
 when the audience is very large
 when you have not had very much time to practice
 when you have mastered the ability to do so and still sound conversational
 all of the above
Practicing with your presentational aids prior to your speech will
 make you feel more confident.
 make you appear poised and professional.
 allow you to plan for the unexpected.
 all of the above.
 Only b and c (make you appear poised and professional and allow you to plan for the
unexpected)
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An effective presentational aid on a computerized slideshow (such as PowerPoint):
 might be a list of bulleted sentences
 might be your actual speech outline
 might use a variety of fonts and animation effects
 might be a photograph with a title and caption
 might be any of the above
Shari was presenting her speech about the components of an effective resume. What is
the BEST way for her to do so?
 Shari could prepare a sample resume as a handout to distribute at the beginning of her
speech and explain as she goes along.
 Shari could prepare a PowerPoint slide of her sample resume to project at the
beginning of her speech and explain as she goes along.
 Shari could prepare a series of slides that each show one component at a time and
reveal them as she explains them.
 Shari could prepare a series of slides that each show one component at a time and
provide a handout of a sample resume at the end of her speech.
When using a presentational aid during a speech, you should
 reveal and reference the aid when referring to it in the speech.
 display it for the audience to consider throughout the speech.
 make sure the aid repeats what you say in your speech.
 think of it as a giant note card to use as a memory aid.
 all of the above
Which is the best way to deal with your communication apprehension?
 Drink a beer before you have to speak
 Write out and read your speech word for word
 Rehearse and revise based on self and peer review
 Use PowerPoint slides as your speaking aid
 Avoid getting into situations that involve public speaking
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Marcia has a great deal of anxiety about giving public speeches. So she decided to try to
do deep muscle relaxation followed by visualizing herself giving speeches in higher and
higher anxiety-arousing situations while maintaining a relaxed state, and finally doing
speeches in higher and higher anxiety-arousing situations while remaining in a relaxed
state. Marcia has decided to employ what method of reducing anxiety?
 Cognitive restructuring
 Relaxation therapy
 Systematic desensitization
 Behavioral cognitive therapy
 Communication skills training
Daniel’s anxiety about public speaking comes from negative self-talk he has a result of
how people reacted to him when he did speeches in classes in elementary school and
middle school. To reduce his anxiety, he decided to employ a method that helps us
change negative self-talk into positive coping statements. This is known as:
 Cognitive restructuring
 Relaxation therapy
 Systematic desensitization
 Behavioral cognitive therapy
 Communication skills training
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For each of the following questions, please select the best answer.
Which of the following is not an effective method for planning an essay?
 brainstorming possible topics.
 looking through a file of papers collected by a fraternity.
 talking to a librarian about how to find sources for your topic.
 using Google to search for related web sites on your topic.
Which of the following is an example of primary research?
 looking for academic articles on your topic.
 using Google to search for Blog entries on your topic.
 conducting an interview with a community member.
 asking your professor if you can quote her in your essay.
Which of the following is the least helpful way of responding to another student’s paper?
 offer detailed examples of a problem you find throughout the paper.
 offer comments on what is working well as well as what is not working.
 avoid writing comments about serious grammatical errors.
 use “I” language when discussing the paper in person.
Which of the following sentences uses strong verbs?
 John Wayne is a film star.
 The essay was judged to be failing.
 Penny Marshall discovered Mark Wahlberg.
 What is the word from Johannesburg?
Which of the following sentences uses passive voice?
 The bill was finally passed last night by the House and the Senate.
 Whenever I read the news, I am struck by all of the stories about crime.
 The British television show "Dr. Who" is rarely viewed in the United States.
 All of the above.
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An inductive method of organizing an essay could involve:
 beginning with a story illustrating the problem.
 exploring the reasons why others perceive a problem.
 making a claim at the end of the essay.
 All of the above.
Which of the following is the most common way to organize an essay using the deductive
method?
 waiting until the end to offer the main argument.
 previewing the problem and the solution.
 illustrating a point using a personal story.
 using passive voice.
You need to persuade an audience that is potentially skeptical of your message. Which of
the following techniques is most likely to persuade your audience?
 Explain why your audience is wrong and your position is superior.
 Try to hide your own opinion.
 Explain your credentials and past experience with the issue.
 Begin by advising people who may disagree with you that they should not read the
essay.
You are asked to create a website for all Kentucky high school students that details the
dangers of smoking. Which of the following strategies is likely to create the strongest
emotional response?
 Share health facts
 Tell stories of smokers who suffered health effects as a result of tobacco use
 Reprint all state laws that forbid tobacco purchase under 18-years old
 Give statistics on how many teenagers smoke
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Which of the following should you use in order to support your points when writing a
persuasive essay?
 Statistics gathered from primary and secondary sources.
 Examples from similar situations.
 Personal testimony.
 All of the above
Which of the following are acceptable ways to incorporate a quote from an interview into
an essay?
 Main Street Threads owner Jill Wynan said, “Most residents don’t see the homeless
problem. When you have a shop along the park, you see it every day.”
 "Most residents don’t see the homeless problem,” Main Street Threads owner Jill
Wynan remarked. “When you have a shop along the park, you see it every day.”
 Main Street Threads owner Jill Wynan believes that Millersburg residents do not
experience the homeless as much as shop owners near the park do.
 All of the above.
What does it mean to "cite" a source?
 You've read the source for yourself.
 You have indicated in the text where a quote or information comes from.
 You have done as much research on the topic as possible.
 None of the above
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Please indicate your level of agreement with statements about your actions and thinking
in this course. (scale = 1-5)
When I am working on some activities, I can do them without thinking about what I am
doing
This course requires us to understand concepts taught by the lecturer.
I sometimes question the way others do something and try to think of a better way.
As a result of this course I have changed the way I look at myself.
In this course we do things so many times that I started doing them without thinking
about it
To pass this course you need to understand the content
I like to think over what I have been doing and consider alternative ways of doing it.
This course has challenged some of my firmly held ideas.
As long as I can remember handout material for examinations, I do not have to think too
much.
I need to understand the material taught by the teacher in order to perform practical tasks.
I often reflect on my actions to see whether I could have improved on what I did.
As a result of this course I have changed my normal way of doing things.
If I follow what the lecturer says, I do not have to think too much on this course.
In this course you have to continually think about the material you are being taught.
I often re-appraise my experience so I can learn from it and improve for my next
performance.
During this course I discovered faults in what I had previously believed to be right
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Appendix B: University of Kentucky UKCore Composition and Communication
Rubric
UK Core Learning Outcome 2: Students will demonstrate competent written, oral, and visual communication
skills both as producers and consumers of information.
Outcomes and Assessment Framework: Students will demonstrate the ability to construct intelligible messages
using sound evidence and reasoning that are appropriate for different rhetorical situations (audiences and
purposes) and deliver those messages effectively in written, oral, and visual form. Students will also demonstrate
the ability to competently critique (analyze, interpret, and evaluate) written, oral, and visual messages conveyed
in a variety of communication contexts.

Exceeds Expectations (3)
Student will
demonstrate the
ability to construct
intelligible
messages
Student will
demonstrate the ability
to construct messages
with sound evidence

Student will
demonstrate the ability
to construct messages
with sound reasoning

Meets Expectations (2)

Does Not Meet Expectations (1)

Message is intelligible.

Message is intelligible the
majority of the time but
may have several
exceptions.

Message is only
somewhat
intelligible.

Message is supported with
appropriate evidence
(support) with sources that
are clearly identified in a
systematic manner as
necessary.
Message is grounded
in a logical
organization overall
and within specific
components of the
message.

Appropriate evidence
(support) is used and
identified (as necessary)
the majority of the time
but identification of
sources may be flawed.
Message is supported by
reasoning the majority of
the time with an overall
logical organization but may
have some gaps in
reasoning and/or
organization
Message is tailored to the
specified audience the
majority of the time but
does include components
(e.g., language, level of
formality) that do not fit the
audience.
Message is tailored to
the specific purpose in
terms of breadth and
depth the majority of the
time.
Message is mostly adapted
to the selected form
representing a general
understanding of the
opportunities and
constraints of the medium
that has some limitations.

Appropriate evidence
(support) is used and
identified (as necessary)
sporadically; identification of
sources is flawed.

Student will
demonstrate the ability
to construct messages
that are appropriate for
a specified audience

Message is tailored to the
specified audience.

Student will
demonstrate the ability
to construct messages
that are appropriate for
a specified purpose
Student will
demonstrate the
ability to construct a
message effectively
for the selected form
(written, oral, and/or
visual)

Message is
appropriate for the
specified purpose in
terms of breadth and
depth.
Message is adapted
effectively to the selected
form representing an
understanding of the
opportunities and
constraints of the medium.
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Message intermittently follows
an organization that represents
basic reasoning.

Message is somewhat tailored
to specified audience the
majority of the time.

Message is somewhat
tailored to the specific
purpose in terms of breadth
and depth.
Message is somewhat
appropriate for the medium.

Appendix C: Midterm Guided Writing Assignment
You have now completed ½ of our traditional or hybrid course basic course. Please write
about your experiences so far by answering the following three questions:
1) What have you enjoyed about the course so far?
2) What has frustrated you?
3) What would you change to improve the experience and how? Please be specific.
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Appendix D: End of Semester Survey
Blended Learning Student Survey: Face-to-Face (Traditional) Students
Dear Participants:
You are being asked to participate in a study conducted by Principal Investigator Michael
Strawser, a doctoral candidate in the Department of Communication at the University of
Kentucky. This research study will examine your perspective on the traditional (face-toface) course design. You should think of your current experiences in CIS 111 before
taking this survey and then respond to a series of survey questions about that class in
particular.
Please complete the questionnaire independently and be sure to read each section
carefully and answer the questions honestly. There is no right or wrong answer.
Participation in this study is voluntary; you may stop completing the questionnaire at any
time without fear of penalty. There are no known risks associated with participating in
this study. It should take approximately 30 minutes to complete the survey. Please be
aware, while we make every effort to safeguard your data once received from the online
survey/data gathering company, given the nature of online surveys, as with anything on
the Internet, we can never guarantee the confidentiality of the of the data while still on
the survey/data gathering company's servers, or while en route to either them or us. It is
also possible the raw data collected for research purposes may be used for marketing or
reporting purposes by the survey/data gathering company after the research is concluded,
depending on the company's Terms of Service and Privacy policies. Additionally, you
will not directly benefit from the research.
If you would like more information about this research project, feel free to contact the
Principal Investigator, Michael Strawser by e-mail. Dr. Deanna Sellnow, the academic
advisor for the PI, may also be contacted, via email (deanna.sellnow@uky.edu) or phone
(859-257-2886) if you have questions about the study. If you have any questions about
your rights as a volunteer in this research, contact the staff in the Office of Research
Integrity at the University of Kentucky at 859-257-942 or toll free at 1-866-400-9428.
Thank you for your participation.
Michael Strawser
mgst228@uky.edu
University of Kentucky
 I agree to participate in this study
 I do not agree to participate in this study
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Which version of the UK Core 110 course have you taken?
 WRD 110
 CIS 110
 Neither
Have you taken online courses before from the University of Kentucky?
 Yes
 No
Hybrid courses are classes that use both face-to-face and online components during class
time. Have you ever heard of hybrid courses?
 Yes
 No
Have you taken hybrid courses before from the University of Kentucky?
 Yes
 No
Why did you choose to participate in this traditional (face-to-face) course?

What did you most enjoy about the traditional (face-to-face) course design?

What frustrated you about the traditional (face-to-face) course design?

Please summarize what you know about hybrid courses (could be preconceptions, etc.).

What factors would make you choose a face-to-face course over a hybrid course?

What elements of the traditional (face-to-face) CIS 111 course could be improved?

133

What has been most challenging about the traditional (face-to-face) format?

I would enroll in a course with similar content
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Likely:
Unlikely















Impossible:
Possible















Probable:
Improbable















Would not:
Would















Rate the course format (face-to-face, hybrid, or online)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Good:
Bad















Worthless:
Valuable















Fair:
Unfair















Positive:
Negative















The overall level of difficulty for the course was

Too
Easy:Too
Difficult

1

2

3

4

5
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The amount of work required for the course was

Too Little:
Too Much

1

2

3

4

5











How valuable was the course content

Very:
Irrelevant

1

2

3

4

5











What time period did you typically complete the out of class requirements of this course?
(Choose one)






Morning (6 am- 12 pm)
Afternoon (12 pm -4 pm)
Evening (4 pm-8 pm)
Night (8 pm – 1 am)
Other ____________________

Where did you typically complete the out of class requirements of this course? (Choose
one)






Off-campus Housing
On-campus Housing
On campus library
On campus computer lab
Other ____________________

Which class modality do you prefer?






Entirely face-to-face
Minimal use of the Web, mostly held in face-to-face format
An equal mix of face-to-face and Web content
Extensive use of the Web, but still some face-to-face class time
Entirely online with no face-to-face time
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Your sex (Choose one)
 Male
 Female
Your ethnic origin (Choose one)








American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian Islander
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Native Hawaiian/Pacific
White/Caucasian
Other (Please specify) ____________________

Your age in years (Choose one)










18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
Other (Please specify) ____________________

What is your current class rank based on credit hours completed?





First year (0-29 credit hours completed)
Sophomore (30-59 credit hours completed)
Junior (60-89 credit hours completed)
Senior (90 or more credit hours completed) (4)

What description most accurately describes you? Please choose only one response.
 I am from Kentucky
 I am an out-of-state student
 I am an international student
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Thank you for your participation!
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Blended Learning Student Survey: Hybrid Students
Dear Participants:
You are being asked to participate in a study conducted by Principal Investigator Michael
Strawser, a doctoral candidate in the Department of Communication at the University of
Kentucky. This research study will examine your perspective on eLearning and hybrid
classrooms. This semester you participated in a hybrid CIS 111 course. Hybrid (also
referred to as blended) courses combine face-to-face and online components. You should
think of your current experiences in CIS 111 before taking this survey and then respond
to a series of survey questions about that class in particular.
Please complete the questionnaire independently and be sure to read each section
carefully and answer the questions honestly. There is no right or wrong answer.
Participation in this study is voluntary; you may stop completing the questionnaire at any
time without fear of penalty. There are no known risks associated with participating in
this study. It should take approximately 30 minutes to complete the survey. Additionally,
you will not directly benefit from the research. Please be aware, while we make every
effort to safeguard your data once received from the online survey/data gathering
company, given the nature of online surveys, as with anything on the Internet, we can
never guarantee the confidentiality of the of the data while still on the survey/data
gathering company's servers, or while en route to either them or us. It is also possible the
raw data collected for research purposes may be used for marketing or reporting purposes
by the survey/data gathering company after the research is concluded, depending on the
company's Terms of Service and Privacy policies.
If you would like more information about this research project, feel free to contact the
Principal Investigator, Michael Strawser by e-mail. Dr. Deanna Sellnow, the academic
advisor for the PI, may also be contacted, via email (deanna.sellnow@uky.edu) or phone
(859-257-2886) if you have questions about the study. If you have any questions about
your rights as a volunteer in this research, contact the staff in the Office of Research
Integrity at the University of Kentucky at 859-257-9428 or toll free at 1-866-400-9428.
Thank you for your participation.
Michael Strawser
mgst228@uky.edu
University of Kentucky
 I agree to participate in this study
 I do not agree to participate in this study
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Which version of the UK Core 110 course have you taken?
 WRD 110
 CIS 110
 Neither
Have you taken online courses before from the University of Kentucky?
 Yes
 No
Is this the first hybrid course you have taken from the University of Kentucky?
 Yes
 No
Before this course, had you heard of hybrid courses?
 Yes
 No
I would enroll in a course with similar content
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Likely:
Unlikely















Impossible:
Possible















Probable:
Improbable















Would not:
Would
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Rate the course format (face-to-face, hybrid, or online)
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Good:
Bad















Worthless:
Valuable















Fair:
Unfair















Positive:
Negative















Please summarize what you knew about hybrid courses before participating in this course
(could be preconceptions, etc.).

How has this hybrid course compared to what you originally expected?

What did you most enjoy about this hybrid course?

What frustrated you about this hybrid course?

What elements of the current hybrid format could be improved?

What were the biggest challenges of this hybrid course? (Choose all that apply)







Keeping up with the lectures
Less face-to-face contact with the professor
Less face-to-face contact with other students
Dealing with technology
None
Other ____________________
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What time period did you typically complete the online requirements of this course?
(Choose one)






Morning (6 am- 12 pm)
Afternoon (12 pm -4 pm)
Evening (4 pm-8 pm)
Night (8 pm – 1 am)
Other (5) ____________________

Where did you typically complete the online requirements of this course? (Choose one)






Off campus housing
On campus housing
On campus library
On campus computer lab
Other ____________________

The overall level of difficulty for the course was

Too Easy:
Too Difficult

1

2

3

4

5











The amount of work required for the course was

Too Little:
Too Much

1

2

3

4

5











How valuable was the course content

Very:
Irrelevant

1

2

3

4

5
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In general, how do you feel the online component of your hybrid course affects the
following, when compared with your face-to-face courses that do not use an online
component?
Much better

Better

About the
same

Worse

Much
worse

The amount
of your
interaction
with other
students











The quality
of your
interaction
with other
students











The amount
of your
interaction
with the
instructor











The quality
of your
interaction
with the
instructor











Which class modality do you prefer?






Entirely face-to-face
Minimal use of the Web, mostly held in face-to-face format
An equal mix of face-to-face and web content
Extensive use of the Web, but still some face-to-face class time
Entirely online with no face-to-face time
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What were your primary reasons for choosing to register for this hybrid course? (Choose
all that apply)
 I like the flexibility of accessing the class anytime online
 I prefer technology in class
 I choose based on instructor, not the modality
 Blended courses "fit" my schedule
 I like the convenience of not coming to campus everyday
 Other ____________________
Your sex (Choose one)
 Male
 Female
Your ethnic origin (Choose one)








American Indian/Alaskan Native
Asian Islander
Black/African American
Hispanic/Latino
Native Hawaiian/Pacific
White/Caucasian
Other (Please specify) ____________________

Your age in years (Choose one)










18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
Other (Please specify) ____________________
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What is your current class rank based on credit hours completed?





First year (0-29 credit hours completed)
Sophomore (30-59 credit hours completed)
Junior (60-89 credit hours completed)
Senior (90 or more credit hours completed)

What description most accurately describes you? Please choose only one response.
 I am from Kentucky
 I am an out-of-state student
 I am an international student
Thank you for your participation!
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